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Abstract

STAGING THEVOLK: NAZ| POLICY AND THE REALITY OF THEATRICAL
PRODUCTION IN THREE BERLIN THEATRES, 1933-1944

by
Hillary A. Rosenberg

Advisor: Professor Marvin Carlson

Although theatrical production flourished during Nazi Germany, resulting in
tens of thousands of performance events, there is very little English language
scholarship on theatre in Nazi Germany. The definitive theatre history textbook,
Oscar Brockett'#listory of the Theatreharely mentions this eleven year period. If
the periods mentioned in theatre history surveys, there is the implication that
theatrical production during this time must be either morally bankrupt or catigti
inferior and is therefore unworthy of further study. This viewpoint is far too
simplistic, and there is a need for a more in-depth examination of the theatre
produced during the Third Reich.

For the Nazis, creating a national, Aryan identity was the centerpidiceiiof
political vision. The theatre offered the regime an incredibly useful tool. On the
stage, the German identity could go beyond mere description and become flesh and
blood. But to what extent was this vision of a staged national identity actualgdcarri

out on the German stage?



In this study, | examine several productions at three theatres in Bleelin: t
Theater des Volkes, the Deutsches Theater, and the Berliner Staatstieah of
these theatres had direct ties to high-ranking Nazi officials and they vieredodip
as the jewels in the crown of the Nazi theatrical establishment. Becabhse of
connection, productions at these theatres provide effective case studies for
interrogating the relationship between the regime and theatrical production

In the first chapter | will explore the National Socialist theatridablogy and
examine how this ideology was translated into political policy. Each of thenem
three chapters will then focus on one particular theatre to investigate hqueltbys
shaped performance. How (if at all) did these theatres with such close coméat
the Nazi regime express National Socialist ideology against the sHitiimgwork of
the official cultural policies of the Third Reich?

By combining a study of the organizational practices and political ideology of
the Nazi theatre with an analysis of the performances that took place irthbases,

| will present a critical analysis of the theatrical in light of the pmalit



Acknowledments

There are many people | would like to thank who have helped me throughout
the course of my research and writing. | would like to thank the faculty of the
Theatre Program at the Graduate Center, who presented me with the Vera Roberts
Dissertation Award and the International Theatre-Going Award. Both & thes
awards helped me to fund my archival research in Berlin. While in Berlirgivezt
invaluable advice and assistance from Dr. Erika Fischer-Lichte. | wouldlsgo |
thank the many archivists and librarians at the Deutsches Theater, the fasti
Theaterwissenschaft Kritikenabteilung at the Freie Universitéat, thdehkie der
Kunste and the Stadtmuseum Berlin--Landmuseum fur Kultur und GeschichtesBerli
for their help in locating archival material. | would not have been able to Wiste t
dissertation without the help of Sabine Kruiger, who helped me locate and photocopy
newspaper reviews that | could not access during my time in Berlin.

Within the Theatre Program at the Graduate Center, | was very lucky to have
the support and advice of my classmates Sharon Green, Jennifer Parker-Starbuck, and
Marion Wilson. | would like to thank Lynette Gibson for her tireless work on behalf
of the students of the Theatre Program, and for helping me handle any issues that
arose while | was working outside of New York City. Judith Milhous and Daniel
Gerould offered me insightful critique of my work throughout the writing process.
And | would like to especially thank my advisor, Marvin Carlson, for his thoughtful
comments, his advice, and his extreme patience as | worked my way through the
process of writing the dissertation.

On a more personal note, | would like to thank my parents, David and Alice

Vi



Arlen, and my sister, Gabrielle Arlen, for their unwavering support. |dvicke to
thank my children, Benjamin and Talia, for understanding when | had to write instead
of play. But most of all, | would like to thank my husband, Jason, for his support, his

advice, and his patience during this long process.

vii



Table of Contents

[aY (010 ¥ o3 1[0] o T |

Chapter One: Nazi Theatre PoliCy..........coociiii i, 18
Chapter Two: Theater des VolKes..........cccooviiiiiiiiiiis e, 47
Chapter Three: Deutsches Theater............coooiiiiiii i, 94
Chapter Four: Berliner Staatstheater.................c.oooiieiene. 152
Bibliographny ... ..o 220

viii



| ntroduction

In his workThe Fascist Revolution: Toward a General Theory of Fascism
George L. Mosswrrites “The theater played a vital part in National Socialism;
indeed, it was one of Hitler's dominant passions. No German régime in the past did
more to further the theater than the Third RefchHundreds of new plays, as well as
“acceptable” plays of world dramatic literature, were produced by Getman
subsidized and commercial theatres, and for the most part the theatre of the Thir
Reich remained vital until the war brought about the closure of the theatres in 1944.
Glen Gadberry, in his introduction Theatre in the Third Reich, the Prewar Years
writes that the theatre did indeed function; in fact, it flourished. According to
Gadberry, there were tens of thousands of performance events in the Third Reich.
Why did the theatre occupy such an important place in Nazi Germany? Adolf
Hitler was fascinated by all of the arts, and envisioned himself as an anis
Joseph Goebbels, who later became head ®énehsministerium fr
Volksaufklarung und PropagandReich Ministry of Propaganda and Popular
Enlightenment), wrote a novel and was very interested in the visual arts. But beyond
the personal interest of the National Socialist elite, the theatre, likeealts, was
seen by the Nazis as an important site for spreading propaganda and educating the

masses. Hitler, and later official Nazi policy, envisioned the theatr@uaslia space

! George L. Mossélhe Fascist Revolution: Toward a General Theorfascism(New
York: Howard Fertig Inc., 1999), 157.

2 Glen W. Gadberry, “Introduction: The Year of Powe 933,” inTheatre in the Third
Reich, The Prewar Years: Essays on Theatre in 8aminany ed. Glen W. Gadberry (Westport, CT:
Greenwood Press, 1995), 2.



in which a new national identity could be staged. The theatre was seen as a
particularly important tool for this job.

In this study, | will examine significant productions at three theatres in
Berlin—the Theater des Volkes, the Deutsches Theater, and the Berliner
Staatstheater—in light of the National Socialist theatre and culturaigsolic

My work in this area began when | decided to research censorship in
totalitarian regimes, part of my ongoing interest in the intersectiorekettheatre
and political power. Nazi Germany seemed a fairly obvious place for mettastar
one of the most famous dictatorships of the modern era. But during the course of my
initial research, | was struck by two things. The first was the lack ofathatork
in English on theatre during Nazi Germany. Most English language thedtng his
books completely ignore this period, as if theatre in Germany stopped in 1933 and
began again in the summer of 1945. Oscar Brockdis®ry of the Theatrenly
devotes five lines to the German theatre from 1933-1945. Glen Gadberry addresses
this vacuum in his article “The Theatre of the Third Reich: Issues and Congerns.”

He surveys major theatre history texts, pointing out that each one either ignores or
makes prejudicial statements about theatre in Nazi Germany. As Gadbatsyquoi

in Theatre in the Third Reic¢lseldom has a theatre under such extraordinary
conditions been so neglected by theatre histofians.

This, despite the general fascination with the Nazi era and the other art forms

% In Nordic Theatre Studies—Special International Issuew Directions in Theatre
Research.Proceedings of the Xlth FIRT/IFTR Congress, Stoékhd 989, ed. William Sauter
(Copenhagen, 1990): 75-78.

* Gadberry, “Introduction: The Year of Power—1933,”



of that period. While the marches and pageants of Nazi Germany have beeadanalyz
as performance pieces, performances within theatre buildings themsglvesdtto
be examined for an English-speaking audience. A scariciEnglish material
regarding theatre in this period also exists in the field of Nazi studiese areer
books, written by art historians, political scientists, and historians, focusingmon fi
radio, literature, and visual artBut the theatre is an area of Nazi studies that still
needs elaboration if we are to get a better understanding of Nazi culture.
The first major English language book on the topic wasn'’t published until
1984. Bruce Zortman’slitler’s Theater: ldeological Drama in Nazi Germadgals
almost exclusively with th&hingspielplatzthe large outdoor ampitheatres created
for the epic national dramas written in the early years of the Third Reidlha
plays staged thefe Since théThingspielthemselves were out of fashion within a few
years of the regime, the study is limited to the first few years oftilvd Reich.
Gadberry is the most prolific author in this area. He is the editbneditre in
the Third Reich, the Prewar Yeaescollection of ten essays which focuses on
specific actors, towns, playwrights, genres (such as plays about World War 1), and
theatres. This book is an extremely useful place to start; unfortunately, tta¢ &rm

the study precludes any in-depth analysis of the many topics introduced. Gadberry

® For studies of art in the Third Reich, $Begenerate Art”: The Fate of the Avant-Garde in
Nazi Germanyed. Stephanie Barron (New York: Abrams, 19¥ijler and the ArtistsHenry
Grosshans (New York: Holmes & Meier, 1983); “Gerna¢pressionism in the Plastic Arts and
Naziism: A Confrontation of Idealists,” Robert AoiB inGerman Life and Letterd1.3 (April 1968):
204-214;Art as Politics | n the Third Rei¢ldonathan Petropoulis (Chapel Hill: UniversityNafrth
Carolina Press, 1996). For information on filmg B&@m in the Third ReichDavid Stewart Hull (New
York: Simon and Schuster, 1969).

® Bruce Harold ZortmarHitler's Theater: Ideological Drama in Nazi Germar(El Paso,
TX: Firestein Books, 1984).



has also published several articleJ ext and Presentatigiocusing on particular
texts or performances. Unfortunately, the book length study and translations that he
is currently working on have yet to be published.
Another collection of essay$heatre Under the Nazisvas published in
20007 This book includes six chapters, covering some of the same ground covered in
Gadberry’s collection, but because there are fewer chapters each one temds
more in-depth study of a specific topic; for example, one chapter by John London
(who is also the editor) looks at non-German theatre in Nazi Germany. While this
book tends to be more thorough than Gadberry’s due to the number of chapters, it is
still bound by the confines of its format and causes the reader (or at lsasttier)
to long for a book length study of any one of the topics included in the book.
Fascism and Theatre; Comparative Studies on the Aesthetics and Politics of
Performance in Europe, 1925-194fet another collection of essays, is edited by
Gunter Berghaus (who is best known for his work on the futurists). It includes two
essays that deal directly with theatre in Nazi Germany, both of whicdcarally
translations of German articles: Barbara Panse’s “Censorship in Bama@y: The
Influence of the Reich’s Ministry of Propaganda on German Theatre andaDram
1933-1945,” and Bettina Schiiltke’s “The Municipal Theatre in Frankfurt-on-the-

Main: A Provincial Theatre under National SocialismBoth of these essays focus

" John London, edrheatre Under the Naz{$lanchester: Manchester University Press,
2000).

8 Barbara Panse, “Censorship in Nazi Germany: Tfieeince of the Reich’s Ministry of
Propaganda on German Theatre and Drama, 1933"1#&s. Meg Mumford, ifFascism and
Theatre; Comparitive Studies on the AestheticsRualdics of Performance in Europe, 1925-1948,
Gunter BerghaufProvidence, RI: Berghahn Books, 1996),140-156,Bettina Schiltke, “The
Municipal Theatre in Frankfurt-on-the-Main: A Pragial Theatre under National Socialism,” trans.
Laura Tate and Gunter Berghaus, 157-171.



almost exclusively on the organizational structures of their respective agans,
although they both do discuss how the repertory choices were shaped by the political
situation.

While | was working on this study, two new books in this area were
published. The first, Elisabeth Schulz Hostett&hig Berlin State Theater Under the
Nazi Regime: A Study of the Administration, Key Productions, and Critical
Responses from 1933-194¢gl a thorough study of the Staatstheater from the Nazi
takeover through the closure of the thealrésfter a lengthy examination of the
theatre’s history, Hostetter divides the productions of the Nazi period into propaganda
plays, classical plays, and plays of resistance, offering in-depth snaflysme or two
plays in each category. While | found this to be an extremely useful resource, it
didn’t probe the inherent contradictions it uncovered in a satisfying manner, and its
sole focus on the Staatstheater left me wanting to know if other Berlingheat
reacted to the Third Reich in a similar manner.

Gerwin Strobl'sThe Swastika and the Stage, German Theatre and Society,
1933-1945in direct contrast, is a very broad examination of the péficgtrobl
breaks his study into overall themes he sees within the period, using specific
examples of performances throughout Germany and interactions between psrforme
and politicians to highlight his points. What was most useful to my own research was

his extensive examination of the nationalist movement and nationalist plagwriti

° Elisabeth Schulz Hostettéfhe Berlin State Theater Under the Nazi Regim&tuly of the
Administration, Key Productions, and Critical Respes from 1933-1944.ewiston, NY: Edwin
Mellen Press, 2004).

19 Gerwin StroblThe Swastika and the Stage. German Theatre aridt§ot933-1945
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007).



prior to 1933. While his focus was much broader than that of my own research, |
found his statemetns about the nature of the theatre in the Third Reich to be
interesting and well argued, and his own work echoed my frustration with the
perception of the Nazi theatre as provincial and, quite simply, bad and therefore
unworthy of in-depth study.

Wayne Kvam'’s article “The Nazification of Max Reinhardt’'s Deutsches
Theater in Berlin” in the October 1998 issuelbkatre Journalooks at the period
immediately following theVlachtergreifung(seizure of power); unfortunately, his
study does not go on to examine how the Deutsches Theater changed yet again under
the leadership of Heinz Hilpett.

There are several chapters of larger works that address Nazi theatrardR
Grunberger'sA Social History of the Third Reighcludes a chapter on theatre,
although most of the chapter is concerned withTifiegspie] the outdoor dramatic
form that was to recreate ancient Nordic performances, its failureharmalck of
successful Nazi playwrights.William Grange, whose essay focusing on the work of
Hilpert, Fehling, and Grundgens during this period is included in Gadb@&ingatre
in the Third Reich, the Prewar Yealss also written the bodkartnership in the
German theatre: Zuckmayer and Hilpert, 1925-196hich includes Hilpert’'s work

during the Nazi period. Cecil Davies'sVolksbiihne Movement—A Histpdevotes

1 Wayne Kvam, “The Nazification of Max Reinhardbgutsches Theater BerlinTheatre
Journal40, no. 3 (October 1988): 357-74.

12 Richard GrunbergeT;he Twelve Year Reich: A Social History of Nazinery 1933-1945
(New York: Holt, Reinhardt and Winston, 1971).

13 william GrangePartnership in the German Theatre: Zuckmayer anigétt, 1925-1961
(New York: P. Lang Publishing, 1991).



five pages to the Volksbihne under the Nazis, focusing mainly on its dissolution and
takeover by the Nazis without an in-depth analysis of what was produced during this
period** John Willett'sThe Theatre of the Weimar Repulginds with an

examination of how the Nazi regime altered the Weimar theatre, inclading
examination of Hitler's views on the theatre and a discussion of which major, actors
playwrights and directors fled Germany and which chose to'stidg. also provides
extensive appendices that list the majority of German speaking theatngsrasd
produced in these theatres; all appendices include the Nazi period. Wilhelm
Hortmann’sShakespeare on the German Stage: The Twentieth Cemtlugies a

chapter on the Nazi peridtl.But because these are basically chapters of larger
works, the information is condensed by necessity and only served to sketch a picture
in rather broad strokes of a theatre and a situation that I instinctivelya®itomplex

and layered.

Not surprisingly, German scholars have generated the majority of schplarshi
on theatre under the Nazis. In his article “The Theatre of the Third Reighslard
Concerns,” Gadberry writes that “German study has been principally codeethe
political or organizational structuré’’a statement that | have found to be accurate,
although | would add that German scholarship is also concerned with biographies of

the leading figures of the period. Typical German books on Nazi theatre wmitten i

14 Cecil DaviesThe Volksbiihne Movement: A Hist¢Amsterdam: Harwood Academic
Publishers, 2000).

5 John Willett,The Theatre of the Weimar Repulfiiew York: Holmes & Meier, 1988).

16 Wilhelm HortmannShakespeare on the German Stage: the Twentietu@ent
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998).

" Gadberry, “The Theatre of the Third Reich: Issaed Concerns,” 75.



the 1960s through the 1980s include Joseph Wik&ater und Film im Dritten

Reich: Eine Dokumentatipmwhich consists of letters and memos between Nazi
officials and artists; K. H. RuppelGrol3es Berliner Theatea collection of reviews
and production photographs from 1935-1942; and Jutta Wardeizkgaterpolitik

im faschistischen Deutschland: Studien und Dokunt&ntéardetzky’s work

contains more critical analysis than the previous two examples, but it iy clear
written from a Communist point of view which dominates the tenor of the book. It is
very focused on the theatre laws themselves, without analyzing in any in-dgpth wa
how those laws affected actual performances. Itis only in recent hatiradre

critical examinations of the productions themselves have become more prevalent,
with the publication of books such as Hans Daib8ckaufenster der Diktatur:
Theater im Machtbereich Hitle’S Yet although German scholarship of this period
has become more sophisticated, it is still inaccessible to the majority lidhiEng
speaking readers.

The second thing that struck me during this initial phase of my research was
the seeming fluidity of performance within Nazi Germany. When | begkok at
theatre censorship in Nazi Germany, | expected to find a very rigid systemo
room for any deviation from the accepted norm. There were certain rules, and if you
broke those rules you at least would be fired, if not shipped off to a concentration

camp. | knew of several writers, directors and actors who were murdered tar sent

18 Joseph WulfTheater und Film im Dritten Reich: Eine Dokumeima{Giitersloh: Sigbert
Mohn Verlag, 1964); K.H. RuppeGrolies Berliner Theat€dHannover: Friedrich Verlag, 1962); Jutta
Wardetzky,Theaterpolitik im faschistischen Deutschland: &uodind DokumentéBerlin:
Henschelverlag, 1983).

¥ Hans DaiberSchaufenster der Diktatur: Theater im Machtberdititiers (Stuttgart:
Gunther Neske Verlag, 1995).



the camps in the early years of the regime, and | just assumed that this was the
situation throughout Germany. And while | did find that no theatre ever submitted
the name of a banned play for production to the Ministry of Propaganda and Popular
Enlightenment, | kept coming across anecdotes of performers, directors ajroboesi
who tested the boundaries of “acceptable” Nazi theatre in various ways and got awa
with it. The fact that my initial expectation proved to be wrong further piqued my
curiosity. How many of my other assumptions about theatre in Nazi Germany woul
prove to be false as well?

As my review of existing scholarship shows, the study of Nazi theatre is an
area that is ripe for investigation and exploration. Almost everyone | sptkasv
began my research had the same reaction: they knew almost nothing of the period,
and they were making assumptions based on what they knew of Nazi art and film, or
in some cases, films that included fictionalized accounts of Nazi theatreeviebe
there is a need to examine the realities of theatrical production in Nazi @erma
Theatre after the seizure of power was not a static entity, and althouigihttnake
us uncomfortable, the assumption commonly espoused in theatre history surveys—
that all theatrical productions during the Nazi period were inferior—is @ ¢eals.

This assumption was once mirrored in the scholarship on futurism in Italy and
socialist realism in the Soviet Union. Because futurism was connected, at least
initially, with fascism, and socialist realism with communism, thesdribhabforms
were often dismissed or ignored as worthless, or perhaps more accuratelgrthgt
of study because the systems that produced them were ethically and modally voi

However, in the past twenty years there has been a concerted effort to exesene t



forms and their connections to the political regimes with which they are sd¢yclose
connected. This kind of examination must also occur in regards to the theatre of Nazi
Germany.

The theatre of the Third Reich serves as a bridge between the theatre of
Weimar and post-World War Il Germany. To study either of these speafaribal
moments without considering a period that is both the termination of one moment and
the genesis of the next is to disconnect the theatre of the Weimar Republic and post-
war Germany from their greater historical context. The period between 1933 and
1945 is, unarguably, one of the defining eras in twentieth century Germany, and a
thorough study of twentieth century German theatre cannot ignore what was a very
active period in theatrical production.

But ultimately, as | stated earliérwas attracted to this area of study because
of power, or more specifically, the intersection of political power and thé&r¢hea
The study of Nazi theatre can teach us a great deal about how theatricalrabesm
operate in the most extreme of totalitarian governments. But it can albasgeawre
about those governments themselves. The theatre is an area of Nazi studtédk that
needs elaboration if we are to get a better understanding of Nazism itself, an
understanding which | believe to be crucial. As Roger Griffin, authdhefNature
of FascismandFascism writes in an article on fascism and theatre, “To study fascist
theatre is to bring together the definitional, the methodological, the political, the
social-psychological and the cultural-historical in a comparative peirgpeand thus

leads to an unusually sophisticated perspective on the fascist era as awhole.”

% Roger Griffin, “Staging the Nation’s Rebirth: Rimls and Aesthetics of Performance in the
Context of Fascist Studies,” Fascism and Theatr€omparative Studies on the Aesthetics and

10



For the Nazis, creating a national, Aryan identity was the centerpielceiiof t
political vision, a way to gather and then solidify support. The theatre offered the
regime an incredibly useful tool. On the stage, the German identity could go beyond
mere description, it could become flesh and blood. That quality of “liveness” added a
powerful emotional quality and a sense of community, and communi¥glkr
(people), was the cornerstone of Germ&ny.

| am interested in interrogating to what extent the vision of a staged national
identity was actually carried out in these theatres. How did the Nazis envision a
national theatre? Did the theatre described by Nazi politicians, criticdemidgues
actually exist? The Nazis wanted to use the theatre to solidify and support their
political regime, but were there instances when the theatre in fact diggbsiie, at
the very least questioning the political status quo?

Through a critical analysis of theatrical productions at three theatuds, |
explore the tensions in a theatre that was both connected to, reflected, andl tiesiste
ideology of the Third Reich. In the first chapter | will explore the NatiGuahalist
theatrical ideology, and examine how this ideology was translated into glolitic
policy. Each of the remaining three chapters will then focus on one particulae thea
to investigate how this policy shaped performance. By combining a study of the
organizational practices and political ideology of the Nazi theatre with dysenaf
the performances that took place in those theatres, | will present d ariatygsis of

the theatrical in light of the political.

Politics of Performance in Europe, 1925-1948. Glnter Berghaus (Providence: Berghahn Books,
1996), 27.

2L See Chapter 1 for further discussion of ok

11



| will not be examining the entire repertoires of these theatres in-depth;
instead | am focusing on important productions at each theatre that will help me
highlight significant themes, issues and points in my argument. As Thomas
Postlewait discussed in his presentation at the 2000 conference of the American
Society for Theatre Research, | will place these performancesaitcultural
context® Placing the event (of the theatrical performance) within a cultural context
will help me to gain a better understanding of that event, and hopefully the
examination of both the event and its context will illuminate this historical mbme

There is also a practical component to my choice of productions. Most of my
primary research consists of newspaper reviews and archival production photographs
and programs. For some productions, | simply could not find enough documentation
to support a nuanced examination.

| am looking at productions over the entire course of the Nazi regime, from
1933 to the closing of the theatres in 1944, whereas most of the scholarship that |
have encountered focuses either on the pre-war or the war gefiibd. political
landscape of Nazi Germany was not a smooth one, and as the solidification and
consolidation of power was achieved, the language of national identity began to
change. There was another change after the start of World War I, canubylee¢r
shift as the war started to go badly. My primary reason for analyzing praaisicti

throughout the whole regime is to examine how the staging &fdlkechanged along

2 Thomas Postlewait, “From Event to Context to Ev@rProblem in Theatre
Methodology” (paper presented at the annual meetiige American Society for Theatre Research,
New York, NY, November 2000).

% While several sources acknowledge that changgimwar situation caused changes in the

acceptable repertoire, they do not go into any rdeph about what other changes occurred due to the
changes in the political arena.

12



with the political situation.

| have chosen to focus on three theatres within Berlin. | wanted to focus on
the capital city, rather than on the whole of Germany or other German citiaspfor
reasons. Quite practically, Berlin was the theatrical center of &@wsrmrlhe city was
home to the most famous directors, actors and designers working in the country. It
was where the action was, and the number of theatres operating in the cityepresent
me with a large and diverse pool of theatres from which to cull my researehahat
But my reasons also stretch beyond the practical to the symbolic. Berlin held a
paradoxical status for many of the Nazi elite. Early Nazi writings pedches
revealed a love/hate relationship with modernity. They idealized the Gernmsampea
who worked the land that was the very soul and strength of Germany, yet they
embraced modern technology, especially in military and industrial mafterthe
one hand, Nazi literature reviled the modern, decadent urban center that for them
epitomized the Weimar Republic. On the other hand, once the Nazis gained power
they were eager to reclaim Berlin from its recent Weimar depravity.n&8ionality
lie within the peasant countryside, or within the capital city of the Reich, hmthe t
political center of the regime? Through the theatres of Berlin the Nazisabler&o
avoid reconciling this paradox, allowing the Nazis to embrace both the city and the
countryside. They could stage the national rural ideal of Nazi propaganda to further
cultivate an image of théolk, an image that had the potential to be seen by a large
and varied audience with all the modern technology the theatres of the city had to
offer. The regime also saw the great cultural and artistic traditioBerbh as a way

to prove to the world that they were not peasant brutes, but that they too could

13



appreciate fine culture. The theatres in Berlin became “the jewel[thatsegime’s]
crown, a crown it wanted to wear proudly before the eyes of the theatricdl#orl
Earlier | mentioned my surprise at discovering instances where theate a
challenged or questioned the regime. These instances overwhelmingly @acurre
Berlin theatres, yet another reason for my focus on the theatres withityth&tcat
this type of leeway was allowed at theatres that had a more direct connatttion w
powerful Nazis is no coincidence. | am focusing on three theatres that each rais
particular questions about the relationship between the regime and theatre loécaus
their specific connections to political figures. The Theater des Volkesgriaened
Grosses Schauspielhaus, served as the first theatre trattieurch Freude
(Strength through Joy), an organization which was created to assure workesstacce
German culture. It was the ultimate propaganda tool; its size alloweckédb
extremely large audiences, (a useful tool in and of itself), but beyond that, tise Naz
could point out that it was reaching Germans who, according to the Nazis, had been
ignored from the elitist Weimar cultufe.This role gave the theatre a great deal of
prominence, and it became a centerpiece for Goebbels’s propaganda efforts. The
Deutsches Theater, under the political control of Goebbels and the Ministry of
Propaganda and Popular Enlightenmant the Berliner Staatstheater, under the
control of Hermann Goéring due to his roleR&ichsministerprasideniinister

President) of Prussia, became sites for a power struggle between Gaebbels

24 william Grange, “Ordained Hands on the Altar at:AGriindgens, Hilpert, and Fehling in
Berlin,” in Theatre in the Third Reicfi9.

% This take on Weimar theatre conveniently disniigbe vibrant Marxist workers theatre
that produced artists such as Bertolt Brecht andrEPiscator.

14



Goring. Both men wanted to exert their dominance over the theatres in Berlin, and
they competed to retain the best actors and directors working in Germelmy, ea
wanting to one-up the other. The presence of the Nazi elite and what influence that
presence created further complicates the question of how effectivelyetiseth
reflected Nazi ideology.

While this project, and my investigation of the connection between the state
and the theatre, has certainly been influenced by the work of the New Hist@mzsts
cultural materialists such as Jean E. Howard, | am wary of falling intcothenon
binary often espoused by the New Historicists which dictates that mostdaleatr
events either reify or resist the political regime. As Postlewaitesrq the article
“Writing History Today” in the November 2000 issueTdfeatre Survey'As we
move from events to paradigms, we are often seduced by grand, singular idgas whi
we tend to reify as organizing principles for interpretatién.”

When | discussed this problem with Postlewait at the American Society for
Theatre Research conference, he said that this organizing principle of iaé thea
clearly supporting or opposing the government, which is often applied to theatre in
the English Renaissance, is actually much more accurate within a tveetntury
totalitarian paradigm. And that grand idea—the theatre was either for osiite
Nazis—is a comforting and commonly held belief. Historian Alan E. Steinweis
points out that:

One of the most persistent generalizations to have emerged from

almost five decades of postwar research on Nazi Germany is the
notion of a German artistic and cultural establishment at the mercy of a

% Thomas Postlewait, “Writing History Today,” Theatre Surve¢1.2 (November 2000),
27.
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totalitarian regime determined to mobilize the arts in pursuit of its own
ideological ends. Explicitly or implicitly, historians have characterized
the relationship between the regime and the art world as one in which
a powerful state-party apparatus manipulated malleable and sometimes
enthusiastic artists.
This view allows us to condemn the “bad guys” (the Nazi regime and Steiaweis’
“enthusiastic artists”), while sympathizing with the good guys, thstarmanipulated
by those same bad guys. Yet although that position is a comfortable one and one that
| am loathe to abandon (| find that | always yearn for black and white imarrat
structure when it comes to the Nazis), | find it inherently problematic. This
organizing principle demands that every theatre was either completely for
completely against the Nazi regime, but that conclusion is simply naive andatoe
take into account the day to day obstacles faced by artists trying to surdive a
operate within a totalitarian society. If a director stages a produittat challenged
the status quo and then turns around and stages a play by a Nazi playwright, how does
his theatre fit into such a black and white model? If a man secretly employs non-
Aryans in the theatre but stages work that does not challenge the politiesliggta,
where does he fit into this binary system? The very circumstances under hesieh t
plays were produced lead to a question that naturally resists this binary roodiel
an artist be against National Socialism and still produce plays in a Nationaligoci
theatre? Or, put another way, did the simple act of creating performaiticesav
theatre regulated by the Nazis serve as a reification of the regime?

As | looked at pictures and programs from various productions, trying to

determine if and how the ideals of a Nazi theatre were made flesh and blood, a

27 Alan E. SteinweisArt, Ideology, and Economics in Nazi Germany: Te&RChambers
of Music, Theater, and the Visual A(@Shapel Hill: University of North Carolina Pred4993), 1.
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guestion kept coming to the forefront, even though it was not a question that | had
originally considered in my research: can a theatre or a theatteertan apolitical
when the government has so overtly politicized the theatre? Is the avoidance of
outwardly political performances, whether they be supportive or critical of the
regime, ultimately a political statement? A fact of survival, or a ibdmorality?

Can we even approach this question with any sense of objectivity, with othergicture
pictures of camps and bodies, burned into our minds? Ultimately, these are the
lingering questions that hovered in the background as | examined how (or if) the

vision of a Nazi Germany was staged on three stages in Berlin.
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Chapter One: Nazi Theatre Policy

When the Nazis came to power in 1933, the Party’s ideologues had the
opportunity to turn their philosophies of the theatre into actual legal practice and
policy. But bringing together diverse visions of what a National Socialistréheat
should look like into a policy that could be implemented by the new government was
not an easy task, and was marked by infighting and jockeying for politicalbposit
The messy nature of the creation of an official theatrical policy, alotigtiae
continually changing nature of that policy, foreshadowed the difficultieseiehR
would face in implementing some of their visions for the National Socialisr¢heat
the Berlin stage.

In order to study the laws created to shape and control the theatres of the
Reich, one must first look at the National Socialist theories of the theatr&aipaids
them. Not surprisingly, most of these theories were reactionary in nature, a
radicalization of conservative theatre-goers response to the tumult of timaiVe
Republic.

The Weimar Republic lasted only fourteen years—from 1919 to 1933. Yetin
that brief time span, Germany as a country experienced wildly erralis &gl lows:
from the defeat and humiliation of World War | and economic crisis to the “golden
years” of the twenties, from mass unemployment to economic stabilizatios. T
roller coaster finally culminated in the highly politicized, final yearsefRepublic
that led to the acceptance of National Socialism. The theatre of the Weimari®epubl

closely mirrored these political and economic phases.

! This connection between the political/economiag#s of the Weimar Republic and the
theatre of the Weimar Republic is explored in depthohn Willett'sThe Theatre of the Weimar
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John Willett writes that “If the Republic itself was the product of thd Firs
World War—and of Germany’s defeat in that war—so, too, was its théafirhe’
Expressionist theatre in post World War | Germany was born out of the defeat of
1918 and the revolutionary phase that led to the formation of the Republic. Post-War
Expressionism’s tone was anti-war, and as British writer Huntly Caoiated out,
Germany utilized the theatre “as a powerful instrument of refinement, and @mgne
guide to the way out of the terrible chaos” of defeat and disillusiontnent.

As the economy began to stabilize, Expressionism fell from favor, and a new
realism, or Neue Sachlichkeit, was seen on German stages. This was folloaved by
new prosperity, a period often called the “golden twenties,” which would lasthmtil
stock market crash of 1929. This led to a new right-wing establishment—the
landowners, the army, the industrialists, and the nationalists achieved statullity
prosperity—which in turn fueled the box office. But at the same time, a sense of
social opposition remained. As Willett writes, the establishment was so talhéor
that they put up with or ignored the social criticisnihis led, on the one hand, to a
boom in opera and light entertainment, and on the other, to the political works of
Bertolt Brecht and Erwin Piscator.

The crash of 1929 was devastating to the German economy and to the Weimar
Republic itself. The coalition of democratic parties imploded, and President Paul von

Hindenburg’s solution was to govern like a Kaiser—ignore the Reichstag and rule by

Republic(New York: Holmes & Meier, 1988).
% Willett, 53.
% Quoted in Willet, 53.

4 Willett, 96.
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presidential decree. By the end of 1931 unemployment had doubled; the
BUhnengenossensché®ociety of German Theatre Employees) published statistics in
1932 citing unemployment rates for all categories of theatre personniethat

climbed to 44 percenit.Extreme nationalism was on the rise, police censorship had
been reintroduced, and political violence increased.

Many right-wing nationalist political parties saw this collapséras thance
to gain power and alter the political landscape of the liberal, democraiticaVe
Republic. One of these groups was the National Socialist German Workers’ Party, o
the Nazi party, which had formed in Munich in 191%he Nazis were extremely
nationalistic, blaming Jews and Communists, along with the “November crifinals
(those responsible for the Weimar Republic), for all of Germany’s ills.

From the beginning, the Nazis were concerned by what they viewed to be the
collapse of German culture during the Weimar Republic. They also wrote and spoke
a great deal about what the German thesttoeildbe and would be in a National
Socialist Germany. This discussion of German culture was so central tazhe N
vision of a new Germany that it was included in the earliest Nazi manifesto. 2Boint
of their 25-point Party Program of 1920 demanded “legal action against a tendency in

art and literature which undermines our national life, and the closing of cultural

® Alan E. SteinweisArt, Ideology, and Economics in Nazi Germany: Tk&RChambers of
Music, Theater, and the Visual AfShapel Hill: University of North Carolina Pre4993), 15.

® As the subject of this thesis is not the earstdriy and rise of the Nazi party, | am not
giving a detailed account of the early years of\lagi party and their rise to power. For more
information on this subject, see Stanley Paynklistory of Fascism 1914-194Madison: University
of Wisconsin Press, 1995), William L. Shir&ise and Fall of the Third Rei¢gNew York: Simon and
Schuster, 1990), Roger Eatwéihscism: A HistorfLondon: Vintage, 1996). These are only a
starting point, as there are literally hundredbadks and articles dealing with various aspecthisf
topic.
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events violating the preceding demands.” As Erhard Bahr points out in his
examination of Nazi cultural politics, this would expand and become the core of Nazi
cultural policy—all that was missing were the criteria for what ctutes the
“undermining” tendencies and the means of suppressing these cultural’eVésts.
inclusion of this point in the earliest Party manifesto foreshadows the promiaeat pl
held by the theatre in Nazi policy and propaganda.

Why was culture in general, and theatre in particular, so important to the
Nazis? InA History of FascismStanley Payne remarks that P. Reichel has concluded
that “to a great extent National Socialism—perhaps more than any othen gfste
domination in modern times—tried to define and legitimate itself by its art@nd i
mass culture® Upon reflection, this isn’t that surprising, given the place of the arts
in German culture. Gerwin Strobl points out that German national identity has
historically centered on cultufe Strobl goes on to say that Lessing’s project of a
national theatre preceded political unification. As Alan Steinweis explaims
book on theReichskulturkammeiReich Culture Chamber), German society was
“saturated by art at many levels of its everyday life and nurtured on aréahigoin of
reverence for the arts,” so it “...lent itself especially well to poliiian strategies

employing pictorial, theatrical, musical, and even architectural wedpbihe

" Erhard Bahr, “Nazi Cultural Politics: Intentioish vs. Functionalism,” ilNational
Socialist Cultural Policyed. Glenn R. Cuomo (New York: St. Martin's Prei895), 8.

8 Quoted in Stanley Payn&,History of Fascism 1914-1948ladison: University of
Wisconsin Press, 1995), 197.

° Gerwin StroblThe Swastika and the Stage. German Theatre aridt$at933-1945
(Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 2007).

10 SteinweisArt, Ideology, and Economics in Nazi Germa2®,
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Nazis recognized the power of a theatrical image or experience, anghthergtood
that the theatre could provide them with a strong weapon for recruiting supporters
Theatrical performance, with its immediate connection between the aedieddive
actors (as opposed to film), gave the Nazis a platform for staging theivetsaln

of the German nation and German values.

Certain aspects of what a Nazi theatrical policy would look like fell eady
place, such as the need to create bureaucratic organizations to control thamtieatre
the necessary removal of non-Aryans from theatrical life. Describimggdré that
would promote Germany'’s “national life” proved more difficult. Although the
official pronouncements about a Nazi theatre were couched in sweeping, epic
terminology, any actual policy about what “Nazi drama” should look like was never
clearly defined and was often contradictory and unattainable. In addition, cultural
policies kept shifting with the political winds. But despite these difficyltes
creation of a Nazi theatre policy became an important objective for thengoset.

One clear bedrock of Nazi ideology that influenced theatrical policy was the
concept of th&/olk Volkis commonly translated as “people,” but the term implies
more than that. George L. MosseTime Crisis of German Ideology: Intellectual
Origins of the Third Reighwrites that ever since the birth of German romanticism in
the late eighteenth century:

“Volk” signified the union of a group of people with a transcendental
“essence.” ...it was fused to man’s innermost nature, and represented

the source of his creativity, his depth of feeling, his individuality, and
his unity with other members of the Vdik.

1 George L. Mosséhe Crisis of German Ideology: Intellectual Origiofthe Third Reich
(New York: Schocken Books, 1981), 4.
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This earliervélkischideology became the foundation for the Nazi idea of what
constituted Germany’s “national life.” It tied together the most impodspécts of

the Nazi worldview, ardent nationalism with racial purity. One could not be a
member of th&/olk simply by virtue of one’s citizenship. The “transcendental
essence” necessary for inclusion in Ytk was based on the nature of racial heritage
and blood purity.

This idea of thé&/olk became central to Nazi ideology, and eventually became
the foundation of their vision of the theatre. The stage was a public space where the
history and the triumph of théolk could be staged. Dramaturg Klaus Jedzek argued
that theatre was the property of ¥elk, which in turn encompassed a broad
definition. He wrote:

People YolK) are not a proletarian class. People are not the bourgeois
upper strata of society in tails and dinner-jackets. People are the unity
of feeling, of language, of piousness/uprightness, of sadness, of
humour and of happined3eople are a unity of a feeling of being alive
(Lebensgefuhf?
His definition stresses the unity of the people, offering a vision of a utopian society
where class and money are unimportant. At the same time, his commentsallustra
specific need among Nazi ideologues to distance themselves from both the
communists and the liberal bourgeoisie, communities seen as enemies of the Germa
people. In actuality, Nazism appropriated many of the values expressed by the
German bourgeoisie—hard work, discipline, family integrity—and turned them into a

cornerstone of Nazi ideology. This appropriation, as | will discuss latersinvtrk,

would be commonplace in Nazi practice.

12 Quoted in John London, etiheatre Under the Naz{#/anchester: Manchester University
Press, 2000), 17.
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Adolf Hitler, serving a prison sentence for his part in the fpledchof
November 1923, expounds on thesékischtheories and lays out his vision of a new
Germany and his place within it in the bddkin Kampf He details what he feels is
wrong with Weimar Germany, giving extra attention to race and its imuata
creating and maintaining national character and identity. In this\asdewe can
more clearly see the seeds of the Third Reich and the “ideal” Germany irethefey
the man who would later be iihrer.

The bulk ofMein Kampfis filled with a rabid and vitriolic anti-Semitism and
anti-communism. In fact, the two are directly linked, since Hitler identiadx as
a Jew. In Hitler’s diatribe against the Jews, they are blamed for eveyy#tonomic
collapse, the loss of the war, the creation of the Weimar Republic, the Treaty of
Versalilles, Bolshevism, and what Hitler saw as the diseased statenadu@eulture.

In fact, Hitler boasts that it was his realization that the Jews wefertaors of

unclean products in public artistic life” which spurred on his growing anti-Samiti

He writes, “The fact that nine tenths of all literary filth, artistash, and theatrical

idiocy can be set to the account of a people, constituting hardly one hundredth of all
the country’s inhabitants, could simply not be talked away; it was the plain futh.”

Hitler saw the theatre as diseased and decayed. The trope of disease is used
over and over again to describe the state of affairs in Weimar Germany, but it is
especially prevalent in his discussion of the arts in general and of thestifecafly.
Hitler said of the theatre’s decline into the abyss:

...the offerings of the stage were of such a nature that it would have

13- Adolf Hitler, Mein Kampftrans. Ralph Manheim (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Coamy,
1971), 58.
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been more profitable for the nation to keep away from them entirely. It
was a sad sign of inner decay that the youth could no longer be sent
into most of these so-called ‘abodes of art'—a fact which was
admitted with shameless frankness by a general display of the penny-
arcade warning: ‘Young people are not admittéd!
In the new Germany, the theatre would be cleansed of its disease and placed “in the
service of a moral, political and cultural idéa.Hitler believed it was the state’s
duty to provide culture that enriched the spirit. But aside from grand gentoalza
about a heroic theatre that would promote and provide national unity, Hitler had no
real specific visions about what that theatre would look like. Without a concrate pla
for or definition of the theatre in the new Germany, Hitler’s followers setoooitfer
a tangible cultural policy for a National Socialist regime.

The beginnings of a cultural policy began to take shape before the Nazis came
to power, spearheaded by two men who emerged as ideologues of the cultural sphere.
Alfred Rosenberg, the vitriolic, anti-Semitic authorTdfe Myths of The Twentieth
Century founded th&kampfbind fir deutsche Kult¢€ombat League for German
Culture) in 1928 to broaden the movement's appeal among artists and the middle
class. Rosenberg was deeply committed to the ideals ¥blk@nd believed that
“there arises from the idea of a cultural community the duty to nurture cultuke”
saw the Combat League’s mission as the defense of the “value of the German

essence” amidst the decay of Weimar Republic by promoting the “authegnticall

native expression of German cultural life” and introducing Germans to the work of

14 Ipbid, 2509.
15 Ibid, 255.

% Robert Pois, edRace and Race History, and Other Essays by AlfaesfbergNew
York: Harper and Row, 1970), 163.
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important artists who had been silenced by the enemies Ubth&

Joseph Goebbels, tiiEauleiter(Party district leader) of Berlin, also sought to
describe the differences between the culture of Weimar and National SacidNiot
surprisingly, he also adhered to@kischview of culture, calling for a replacement
of individuality and the rights of the artist with tklelk and the spiritual welfare of
theVolksgemeinschafpeople’s community). Goebbels believed that the state had
the obligation to advance art within this community: “Culture is the higher estpres
of the creative power of a nation,” and the artist is “as indispensable to thasstat
those who provide its material existenée Although the objectives of these two men
were similar, they would often disagree on how th&gkischaims should be
expressed on the stage. As the Nazis came to power and began to formulate concre
policy, whose vision of German culture would shape that policy would become a site
of contention in the early years of the Third Reich.

As the Nazis continued to rise in popularity and political power, they also
continued their involvement in the politics of culture. When the Depression began,
the Nazis connected unemployment problems in the theatre to an “alien” presenc
the cultural arena. The Nazis pointed out that “non-Germans,” i.e. Jews, wege takin
valuable jobs away from true Germans and scaring audiences away frdraaties.

As Alan Steinweis describes in his examination of eugenics in the arts, a genuine

economic crisis was described in a way that made sense to those who belibeed in t

' Quoted in Steinweidrt, Ideology, and Economics in Nazi Germa?§.

18 From a speech reprinted in Helmut Heiber,@oebbels-Reden. Band 1: 1932-1939
(Dusseldorf: Droste, 1971), 131.
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notion of a grand Jewish conspirdgy.

The Nazis did not wait until the seizure of power to try and change cultural
policy. In 1932 the Nazi delegation in the Prussian parliament submitted a bill
(which did not pass) for theatre reform that would have prohibited the hiring of
“ancestrally non-German stage artists.” The bill also called fonabédheater
pieces with antinational, pacifist, or morally destructive tendenéiel'that same
year, signs of Nazi activism were visible within the Society of GermantiEhea
Employees, with Nazi members circulating leaflets that urged opposition taithre
leadership. The union decried the intrusion of political partisanship. Soon they
would have no choice about the direction of the organization.

In January 1933, Hitler became the Chancellor of Germany. The Nazieseizur
of power had an immediate effect on the theatre—about 4000 people connected with
the theatre fled from the new dictatorship, in addition to approximately 2000syriter
motivated either by fear, disgust, or the realization that they would not beable t
produce the kind of theatre they wanted without government intervention or
persecutiort!

The Nazis quickly turned to formulating their ideology into cultural policy.

As historian Bogustaw Drewniak writes in his work on Nazi cultural policy, tresNa

wanted to shift the theatre from the private sphere into the “focal point of a national

19 Steinweis, Cultural Eugenics: Social Policy, Emmic Reform, and the Purge of Jews
from German Cultural Life, ilNational Socialist Cultural Policy26.

2 steinweisArt, Ideology, and Economics in Nazi Germany.

2L London, 2.
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cultural policy.” If the theatre moved into the public sphere, it could be controlled
by the government. Within three months of his appointment as Chancellor, Hitler
began to enact legislative policies to “cleanse” the German theatres. ©m Mar
1933, just six days after the Reichstag election of March 5, 1933, Hitler announced
his intention to create a propaganda ministry. On March 13, the cabinet created the
Reich Ministry of Popular Enlightenment and Propaganda, which would be
responsible for the spiritual development of the Reich. Goebbels was named as
Reichsminister Soon, the ministry had a theatre section, divided into three principal
bureaus. The first was in charge of personnel, the second was the dramlaturgic
bureau, which oversaw production questions, and the third dealt with budgets and
business procedures in the German theatres. Dr. Rainer Schldsser, a coflaborat
thevolkischpress since 1924 and the cultural-political editor of the Nazi paper
Volkischer Beobachtesince 1931, was nam&eichsdramaturg He would be in
charge of dramaturgical concerns, especially repertoire seleatioplay content.
In a speech to the new Reichstag on March 23, 1933, Hitler addressed the
task of cleansing the arts:
Besides sucking the political poison out of our public life the national
government proposes to embark on a thorough moral cleansing of the
body of our People. All our educational activity—theatre, film,
literature, press, radio—will be treated as a means to this end and
esteemed accordingly. All must be applied to the conservation of
those eternal values that are embedded in the essence of our
Peoplehood; art will always be an expression and reflection of the
wishfulness or reality of an age. The world of bourgeois introspection
is on the way out. Heroism is passionately asserting its claim to shape

and guide the Peoples’ destinies in future. Itis Art’s task to be an
expression of this decisive spirit of the time.

22 Bogustaw Drewniak, “The Foundations of Theatelidgdn Nazi Germany,” trans. Glenn
R. Cuomo, irNational Socialist Cultural Poligy72.
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[Loud agreement from the National Socialists.
Blood and race will once again become the source of artistic
intuition?®
For Hitler, morality and the arts were intrinsically connected—theasea way to
cleanse the morality of théolk. Under National Socialism, theatre was an
educational tool serving the goals of the state. Hitler used the terminoleghikisth
ideology to articulate how the theatre would express German values, conagctong
the “essence of our Peoplehood,” and making race the foundation of art.
The ministry’s mandate was clear, but the creation of the ministadras
many questions as it answered. How would art “reflect the wishfulnelss agje?”
Who would be in control of shaping and guiding the artistic destiny of th€
These questions were not laid to rest with Goebbels’s appointment as Mihister
Ministry of Popular Enlightenment and Propaganda. As Minister President of
Prussia, Hermann Goring resented Goebbels’s new power and worried that the
centralization would interfere with cultural policies of the federal staBes
Goring’s concerns were dismissed when Hitler came to Goebbels’s defensengecla
that there was only one universal German culture, “which is to be determined not by
ministries, but by the ideology?”
Although Goebbels’s position was secure, the question of how Nazi ideology
would be put into practice still remained. Goebbels told a group of theatre producers

in Berlin that the theatre was to be consistent with the philosophy of the National

Socialists. Art in general was to “be heroic; it will be like steel; it b@lromantic,

% Quoted in Willett, 182.

2 Quoted in Steinweigrt, Ideology, and Economics in Nazi Germa#g.
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non-sentimental, factual; it will be national with great pathos and at oncatolnjig
and binding, or it will be nothing® But what did that mean? In reality this
statement said absolutely nothing about the shape of the new theatre. How can a play
be both romantic and non-sentimental? What would these plays look like? What
form would they take? It was over these questions that a fierce debate between
Goebbels and Rosenberg erupted.
In April 1933, Goebbels promised that every artist was free to experiment, and
in September he declared:
German art needs fresh blood. We live in a young era. Its supporters
are young, and their ideas are young. They have nothing more in
common with the past, which we have left behind us. The artist who
seeks to give expression to this age must also be young and he must
create new form¥.
While this statement echoes National Socialism’s focus on youth, those in
Rosenberg’s camp interpreted this as an endorsement of modernism, one of the
enemies of Nazi culture. This interpretation was not unwarranted, as Goelabels ha
made statements supporting some forms of modernist visual art. Rosenberg also
endorsed a return to traditional values and Germany’s Nordic past. Goebbels’s
dismissal of the past was directly opposed to Rosenberg’s romanticizing of it.
As Ehrhard Bahr explores in his analysis of Nazi cultural politics, this

infighting served to radicalize the effects of Nazi policy. Rosenbergisism often

forced Goebbels’s hand, particularly in the concept of the degeneratdiait, &n

% This speech is reprinted Die Nationalsozialistiche Revolution 1938]. Axel Friedrichs,
3rd edn (Berlin: Junker und Dinnhaupt, 1938), 296.

% Heiber, edGoebbels-Reden. Band 1: 1932-19398-9.
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exhibition of modern art categorized as degenerate by the Na&ig.more often

than not, disputes were settled by Hitler’'s intervention. At the beginningr Hitle
seemed to appease both camps, condemning modernist art but declaring that “today’s
tasks require new method¥."By 1934, Hitler identified two cultural dangers

threatening the Reich: modernists and traditionalists. Again, he appeasedrpsh ¢

But when push came to shove, as in the dispute with the federal states, Hitler
supported Goebbels. Goebbels’s power and responsibility increased while
Rosenberg’s waned, and the Combeague for German Culture was incorporated

into theDeutsche Arbeitsfror(tGerman Labor Front). However, Rosenberg and his
supporters would continue to attack Goebbels’s policy throughout the course of the
Reich, and the dispute did force Goebbels to abandon his more progressive views and
embrace a more conservative outlook of the?arts.

Despite larger questions concerning the form of the new Nazi theatre, when
the Nazis came to power there were immediate changes in the repefttivestres
throughout Germany. The modernist works of the pre-World War | and Weimar
periods were immediately blacklisted by the Nazis. The theatres gtedkiyto line
with whatever the Ministry declared as acceptable; extant evidence staiwe t

theatre ever proposed to produce a play by an “objectionable” author, and there is no

2" Goebbels was an admirer of some modern art,iblmterest in the avant-garde was not
shared by the majority of the Nazi doctrinairedtirbhtely, Goebbels abandoned his support of
modernist works and his ministry sponsored an éixbifowcasing and denigrating this “degenerate”
art. For more on this exhibit, seBégenerate Art”: The Fate of the Avant-Garde in Nagrmany
ed. Stephanie Barron (New York: Abrams, 1991).

2 Quoted in Bahr, 15.

2 Bogustaw Drewniak calls Rainer Schlésser, theRsgramaturg, a “virtuoso of the
Goebbels-Rosenberg balance” in “The Foundatiorithehter Policy in Nazi Germany,” 84.
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evidence that living playwrights challenged the authority of the Mini&try.
The removal of these “un-German” plays left a void in the theatrical
repertoire. Nazi theorists, dramatists, and policy-makers were stihssgfor a
unique Nazi theatrical form to take their place. The result wabBHhimgspiel In his
work on theThingspie] William Niven describes how these plays were meant to
serve Nazi ideology. They were to take place on vast outdoor stages
thereby stressing the organic links between contemporary culture,
Nordic nature and the glorious German past. These new plays, by
using mass choruses and marching groups, would also help to foster a
sense of national community among participants and encourage the
audience to identify with the events on stége.

Another popular genre was tBé&ut und Bodenor blood and soil play, a variation of

the peasant play which stressed the connection between the German farmer and the

land.

Equally important to the Nazis were the German classic playwrights,
especially Schiller and Goethe, and Shakespeare, whom the Nazis regarded as
kindred to the Germans. These classic playwrights were appropriated by théoNaz
give the cultural policies of the regime a sense of legitimacy. rHheented that the
artists of the pre-Nazi period had abandoned these three playwrights, “betbaling

past.®

In general, the plays endorsed by the Nazis featured strong male leaders,

30 Barbara Panse, “Censorship in Nazi Germany: Ififheence of the Reich’s Ministry of
Propaganda on German Theatre and Drama, 1933-194hs. Meg Mumford, ifrascism and
Theatre: Comparative Studies on the AestheticsRaitics of Performance in Europe, 1925-1945
ed. Gunter Berghaus (Providence: Berghahn Bo®&6)] 142 and London, 11.

31 william Niven, “The Birth of Nazi Drama? Thingjs,” in Theatre under the NaziS5.
I will discuss theThingspielin greater detail in the following chapter.

32 Hitler, 260.
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military heroes, battles, historic themes, labor as struggle and joy, acahtingon

Volk (especially farmers). Historical conflicts were portrayed so liggt ¢ould be

seen as what Panse calls “mile stones on the way to the creation of the German
Nation State® By positing historical conflicts as stepping stones to the Nazi regime,
these plays endorsed the inevitability of National Socialism and remindexheesli

that this new regime was merely the fulfillment of Germany’s desti

If there was initial contention or confusion over the form of an ideal Nazi
theatre, there was no such question about the role of Jews, communists, Gypsies and
homosexuals. In April 1933, as a further step towards the creation of the German
state, all non-Aryan civil servants were “retired” from public life. i3evemployees
at theatres with national, state, or city subsidies were removed. Anyone whadhad re
Mein Kampfshould not have been surprised by this edict, although some were. This
“retiring” of Jewish civil servants was simply a foreshadowing of thingsome,
both in the theatre and in Germany (and later the occupied countries). Although the
complete removal of “non-Aryan” Germans from public life was not achieved
immediately, the end result was never in question.

The desire to make theatre the focal point of Germany’s cultural policy was
clearly reflected in the budget of the Ministry of Popular Enlightenment and
Propaganda. Theatre received more money than any other activity subsidized by t
Ministry—even direct propaganda itself. By the end of 1943, theatre had received

26.4% of the Ministry’s budget, followed by propaganda (21.8%) and film (1£:5%).

3 Panse, 145.

34 Drewniak, 77.
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Most of this money was in the form of subsidies which had a controlling influence on
the theatres. Only theatres considered to be Reich theatres, such as #redElseat
Volkes, Theater des Westens and the Volksbihne in Berlin, received direct financing
Intendants, or artistic directors, even of “private” theatres, were tddiga remain in
contact regarding finances, which in turn could be used to force political camsessi
from the theatres regarding any questionable repertoire choices or hiringgs;ee

fact that the Ministry fully understood. This link between subsidies and artistic
control was evident in the guidelines for granting subsidies to the theatretheB

Nazis did not merely want to keep the theatres under their control. They alsd wante
the theatres to produce good work. According to the Ministry’s guidelines, the
subsidies were meant to bring “the theater to the level of performance defquire
cultural-political reasons® For the Nazis, theatre was an aesthetic expression of
Nazi ideology as well as a propaganda tool. A good performance cemented the
legitimacy of the Reich and reflected the values of Germany.

Next, Goebbels and Hitler needed to “provide the institutional mechanism for
centralized ministerial controf® In July, Hitler approved Goebbels’s plans for a
ReichskulturkammegReich Chamber of Culture) to serve as that mechanism.
Goebbels wanted a chamber that would draw upon neocorporatist tendencies already
present in the cultural unions and professional organizations rather than creating and
implementing a new organizational framework. Under the neocorporatist model,

structures divided by occupation would represent the people. Nationalist

3 Ibid., 78.
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neocorporatism, as advocated by the Nazis, envisioned a partial return to the imedieva
estates system, induced and controlled by an authoritarian government. The Nazis
saw neocorporatism as a third way economically—not Marxist, but not liberal
either—and it was embraced by the early Nazi platform. Goebbels envisioned the
artists within the Chamber handling aesthetic and institutional detaiscamously,
while the Ministry of Popular Enlightenment and Propaganda set up general
guidelines for cultural policy.

The Reich Chamber of Culture became reality in November 1933, with the
presentation of the First Decree for the Implementation of the Reichli&nanin
Culture Law on November 1, 1933. According to an analysis of that decree by
Steinweis, the basic mission of the Chamber was “to promote German culture on
behalf of the Germa¥olk and the Reich, to regulate the economic and social affairs
of the cultural professions, and to bring about a compromise between the groups
belonging to it.?” There were seven sub-chambers of the Reich Chamber of Culture:
theatre, literature, press, radio, music, fine arts, and film. Although these sub-
chambers were to be autonomous in some respects, all decisions could be negated by
the president of the Chamber of Culture. All theatre professionals were “invated” t
join theReichstheaterkamméFheatre Chamber), which was initially formed from
the two existing theatre unions. These artists, including Jews who were members
the pre-Nazi unions, automatically found themselves members of the new Theatre

Chamber. Goebbels proclaimed that he was embarking on a course that would take

37 Quoted in Steinweigrt, Ideology, and Economics in Nazi Germa#y.
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art back to th&/olk and theéVolk back to arf® He was also creating a bureaucracy
that centralized control over the arts within the Ministry of Popular Enlightehme
and Propaganda

Steinweis calls the mission of the Chamber of Culture a form of cultural
eugenics, “simultaneously nourishing the ‘healthy’ and weeding out the ‘unh#althy.
The latter took the form of purges and pre-emptive censorship, while the former
consisted of “work creation, professional education, certification, wage anfit bene
policy, and social insuranc&”These pro-active improvements gained legitimacy for
the regime among artists who did not consider themselves to be Nazis. Steisoveis a
notes that by addressing the major financial and structural problems ofsthighe
regime attenuated much of the psychological distress generated by political
intervention, censorship, and purgé&s Like most of German society, artists within
the Chamber focused on the genuine positive gains of the Nazi regime while
achieving, or attempting to achieve, a state of denial about the more disturbing
aspects of Nazi rule.

Goebbels insisted that the Chamber system would be expected to police itself,
and that the regime would not practice an intrusive censorship. The idea ofumself-r
professional organization with the support and protection of the government was
welcomed even in non-Nazi circles. As difficult as it may be to believe in gimtgsi

the National Socialist state’s ability to enact positive change withirhédagre

% London, 16.
3 Steinweis, “Cultural Eugenics,” 24.

40 |pid., 27.

36



without excessively interfering was accepted at first, even though costsiand
other politically objectionable artists had been disappearing during théseneaths
of the Third ReicH!

The business of creating a legal framework for German theatre continued in
May 1934 with the passing of a spedialeatergesetiheatre law}? It officially
placed all theatrical activities, both private and state operated, under pieeawd
the Ministry of Popular Enlightenment and Propaganda, making all theatres subject to
state artistic and racial policy. Rainer Schldsser, as Dramaturg Retble, would
remain the chief censor, although as head oMimestry, Goebbels assumed ultimate
responsibility for all German theatre. Before the start of everpsetse program of
every theatre in Germany had to be presented to Schlésser for approval. Goebbels
was granted the legal authority to intervene in repertoire decisions and rta tate
on performance§.

However, Goebbels’s control was not all encompassing. Hermann Goéring, as
Minister President of Prussia, was given jurisdiction over the PrussianT8&dges.
This territory included the important city of Berlin and the Berliner Staaater. In
Berlin, some theatres became known as Goebbels’s theatres while others were know
as Goring’'s. The rivalry between these two men would continue to have major
effects on the reality of theatrical production in Berlin, as | will discusster

chapters. When it came to competition between Goebbels and Goring, ideology

1 SteinweisArt, Ideology, and Economics in Nazi Germady.

“2 For a full transcript of the Theatergesetz, se@JVardetzkyTheaterpolitik in
faschistischen DeutschlariBerlin: Henschel, 1983), 257-265.
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could be subsumed by the desire to win.

By 1935, Goebbels had become suspicious of the neocorporatist autonomy he
had championed within the Chamber of Culture. He felt that his “magnanimity” had
not been reciprocated by the seven sub-chambers, and he instituted a reorganization
of the entire system. He appointed Hans Hinkel, a high ranking member of the
Ministry of Popular Enlightenment and Propaganda, to the Chamber’s central offi
to implement a purge and restructuring of the sub-chambers. Moderate offieral
replaced with “ideologically” reliable people, and the administrativega®became
more centralized. To make sure that the sub-chambers adhered to the ideological and
political mandates of the Reich, the Ministry became increasingly involitbdive
bureaucracies of the sub-chambers. This was accompanied by the expulsion of
remaining Jews in the sub-chambers and a crack-down on art that could be deemed
degeneraté.

Goebbels was especially displeased with the Theatre Chamber. He accused
theatre managements of ignoring employee complaints, and the unions weizdriti
for not promoting the employment of old Nazi fighters. Bidnennachweighe
official theatre employment agency) was said to be “pervaded with stafbere
who were politically ‘intolerable,” ‘non-Aryan,” and ‘related to Jews.” Wihe
Theatre Chamber president Otto Laubinger died in September 1935 after a long
iliness, Rainer Schlésser was appointed as president. As Dramaturg oictihe Re
Schldsser was now in charge of what plays were acceptable and, as ThaatbeC

President, of handling aesthetic and institutional details. This dual appointment

* SteinweisArt, Ideology, and Economics in Nazi Germaby.
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centralized control of the theatre more tightly under his, and by extension Gogbbels’
authority®

By 1936, the Chamber of Culture had evolved into a more centralized organ
of the state, and in the process had begun the purification of the organization that its
critics, especially in the Rosenberg camp, had been demanding. The Chamber could
now fulfill its role of cleansing the German theatre of self-employedsbearvtists
and those employed by private theatres (who were therefore not affected yilthe C
Service Law of April 1933)—if they were banned from the Chanrthel could not
be employed by any professional organization. In April, Hinkel announced that the
Chamber had “put the stage of organization by and large behind itself,” adding that
the “cultural life is liberated from countless Jews and art Bolsheviksh (gnaeigh
Hinkel knew that the expulsion of Jews from the Chamber was nowhere near
completedY?

This reorganization was indicative of a larger shift in Nazi Germany. dlike
fascist systems, the Nazi regime began with a gathering phasexst iew years of
the regime were marked by compromise and appeasement of various camps within
the party as well as members of German society on the one hand, and outspoken
proclamations of Nazi ideology on the other. In 1936, the regime began to shift into a
consolidation phase characterized by a more formal bureaucracy and acdesae t
the people content. Compromise became less and less necessary, as theveewere fe

camps to compromise among, while the government sought to maintain the general

5 |pid., 55.

6 Quoted in ibid 58.
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public’s approval and suppdtt.

These two impulses—to consolidate power and to maintain the support of the
masses—were evident in the shift within the Chamber of Culture and theatrical
production. Steinweis calls the reorganization of the Chamber of Culture and the
Theatre Chamber “tantamount to a new phaggleichschaltungenforced
conformity) in the arts,” and sees this shift within the context of the “radatedn of
the Nazi regime in the mid-1930%."Organizationally, the changes within the
Theatre Chamber point to a Nazi ideology which purged the modernist leanings and
experimental nature of early cultural policy and followed the officialydare more
stringently.

Another effect of this new enforced conformitgs the banning of theatre
criticism. In the early years of the Reich, Nazi theatre criteewexcited about the
educational possibilities of theatre criticism. It would point out what was gubd a
bad, what made a play valuable for the nation, and thus would help build a national
German theatre. But by 1935 Goebbels was bemoaning the fact that anyone could
write whatever they wanted, regardless of what was best for the German“pdbple
all productions had been approved by the Nazi government via the Ministry of
Popular Enlightenment and Propaganda, then a negative critique could be seen as a
negative critique of the regime itself.

In May 1936, Goebbels issued a proclamation banning the writing of critical

*" The terms “gathering phase” and “consolidationsghavere used by Vivian Patraka in her
comments on my early work on this chapter.

8 |pid., 51; 59.
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reviews on the night of a performance. He justified his position, declaringtiArti
criticism no longer exists for its own sake. In future one ought not to degrade or
criticize a well-meaning or quite respectable artistic achienefoe the sake of a
witty turn of phrase His decision was ostensibly about protecting the feelings and
careers of hard-working German actors, but in reality it was about protdating
Propaganda Ministry.
In November 1936, Goebbels went a step further and banned all art criticism
completely, confining critics to writing descriptive reviews. Goebbelsective
called criticism the expression of “Jewish infiltration into art” and “indialistic
arbitrariness® He claimed that, unlike their Jewish counterparts, truly great German
art critics merely wanted to “serve art,” not pass judgment. Altsntiould need a
special license from the Theatre Chamber, allowing Goebbels to exeocisol and
prevent those who in the past had been overly critical from publishing their
opinions
In 1936, journalist Felix Zimmerman observed:
the un-German, sensationalist plays catering to the basest instincts
have disappeared together with the Marxist-oriented problem plays
and the agitational reportages. In addition to the tribute to the classics
and the good old German entertainment play, their place has been

taken by the new historical drama, the vélkisch drama of the day, the
creations of the new poetic generatidn.

0 Quoted in David Welch, “Nazi Film Policy: Contrddleology, and Propaganda,” in
National Socialist Cultural Policy98.

51 Drewniak, 85.

*2 Despite these measures, some criticism did wenkay into the descriptions. Some
critics developed codes to hide the criticism, whithers, like Wolf Braumdller, a committed Nazi in
the Rosenberg camp, continued to attack individiractorial styles that he believed were unfaithful
to Nazi ideology.

3 Felix Zimmerman, “Gereinigt, erneuert und erwei(€leansed, Renewed, and
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According to Zimmerman, in three years, the leftist theatre had beenee g a

truer representation of théolk. But after the shift from the gathering phase to
consolidation, the guidelines for what was acceptable within a theatre’'torepbad
shifted as well. Attempts to portray the turmoil of the post-war or Weimardper
were declared failures by the Theatre Section of the Ministry of Popular
Enlightenment and Propaganda and were prohibited. The censors’ argument was
basically “Why remind us...that in the years of turmoil Germans had fought one
another?...In terms of propaganda nothing could be gained from it,” as the German
population stood united behind th&fihrer. Even plays about World War | only
rarely passed the censor—they did nothing to conceal the horrible losses serman
had suffered, and as the Nazis were preparing to mobilize for a new war,cdhmey di
want any images of war and suffering staged before the poputation.

One example of a tremendously popular and promoted play that was suddenly
deemed undesirable w8shlageterby Hanns Johst. The play was first performed in
April 1933, for Hitler's birthday. It dramatized the story of Albert Leo Schéaige
(1894-1923). Schlageter—hailed in Johst's play as "the first soldier of the Third
Reich"—was a demobilized army officer who joined the Nazi Party in 1922 and the
following year took part in armed resistance against the French foittesaipying

the industrial Ruhr region. He was caught sabotaging a railway line, wasytiged b

Extended),” inTheater und Film im Dritten Reich; Eine Dokumerdatied. Josph Wulf (Gutersloh:
Sigbert Mohn, 1964), 34-5.
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French military court, and execut&dAfter 1935, according to the new criteria
mentioned above, this play was no longer politically acceptable.

Another victim of this change in suitability was the new form of Nazi drama,
theThingspiel After 1936, the form was banned because some of the very aspects of
the dramaturgy that were used to identify with the audience, such as the mass choir
the representative characters, were too close to the dramaturgy of thadendect
forms, Expressionism and epic theatre. Richard Eurin@etdsche Passion 1933
perhaps the most famotikingspiel which won the state prize in 1934, was officially
dropped because of its portrayal of suffering due to World War I. The play was
accused of having “pacifist tendencié%.By the end of 1937 Goebbels had
prohibited positive or negative references to the state, politics, religiomaadny.

The Nazi salute was forbidden on stage. These prohibitions were to ensure that the
Nazi regime could not be questioned or attacked, and they attempted to decrease the
likelihood that any direct inferences could be made by an audience.

Vicki Patraka argues that in this new phase the clichés of the fatherland,
blood, and soil had become “unfashionable.” Whereas Steinweis looks at this period
of the Nazi regime and sees a turn towards radicalization, Patraka sees a move
towards a conservative entrenchment. Steinweis’s evaluation is correctyn ma
ways. The centralization of power, the banning of criticism, and the increased purge

of Jews all point to a radicalization of ideology and politics. But in terms of how that

> Hanns JohsSchlageter: Schauspi@iunich: Albert Langen/Georg Miiller, 1933), 27.
This play contains the famous line, often errongoatributed to Hermann Gdéring, “Whenever | hear
the word culture, | release the safety catch oBrgwning!”

¢ Drewniak, 81.
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ideology, and th&olkitself was presented on stage, | believe that Patraka’s
assessment is more useful. The radical, overt Nazi ideology that was presene
of these early dramas was exchanged for a safer, more banal aestliedka dtees
on to say, “Purging these elements made Nazi theatre move closer to tre earli
bourgeois forms it deplored except that even the topicality realism empleysoiva
allowed.”® The reality of German life could not be staged, sowifléschfantasy
was simply replaced with another. Nazi ideological dramas disappeared from
repertoires, which now almost exclusively featured the classics and comedies

The move towards comedy and the classics only intensified as preparations
for war accelerated. In 1938, as conscriptions started, Hitler remarked i pfikiat
performances must be ‘illusion’ to the masses. The little man knows all toafeisl! |
seriousness. Because life is serious, enjoyment therefore must be pléasdtet.
the war started, that enjoyment had to get more and more pleasant. The beginning of
the war, like every other major change in Nazi policy, had a direct effebeon t
theatre and what kind of plays appeared on the stage.

In a decree dated September 1, 1939, Goebbels announced that the theatre
programs already approved by the Dramaturg of the Reich could proceed. Sheatre
were told to mix dramas and comedies, noting that both soldiers and civilians
“appreciated a good mix of serious and light cultural offerings.” The prpraatice
of allowing theatres to choose their own productions continued, avoiding “potentially

counterproductive censorship and ...striking a balance between art’s political and

> Vivian Patraka, from an unnamed paper/discussiesented at ATHE 2001 in response to
my work.

8 Quoted in Drewniak, 83.
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entertainment functions? The goal now was to entertain and distract, and messy
cases of censorship that would play out in the public eye and perhaps indicate that all
was not well within the Reich were to be avoided. Of course, Goebbels could make
this type of statement secure in the knowledge that no theatre had attempted t
produce an official objectionable production in the last six years.
In a letter dated November 19, 1939 Goebbels wrote:
Any censorship by authorities jeopardizes the free development of
cultural life. It also contradicts the concept of the Reich Culture
Chamber, which wants to lead the people producing culture but not to
exercise petty scrutiny of their works.
But despite Goebbels’s stated opposition to censorship, interference by theyMinis
and the Chamber of Culture intensified and the bans increased. Plays from enemy
countries could no longer be produced. The major exception to this decree was the
performance of Shakespeare. Although Shakespeare was initially barameteaft
start of the War, Hitler himself intervened. He argued that Shakespeare iarGerm
translation was a German classic, and Shakespeare continued to be performed.
However, most historical dramas and some tragedies were dropped from theatre
programs, while performances of Shakespearean comedies increased, andr&ir the fi
time in the Third Reich, the total number of Shakespearean productions decreased.
The war also affected the theatres in a very practical way. As tles Bdgan
bombing Germany, many theatres included in their playbills instructions fortevhat

do if an air raid siren should sound during the performance. Ultimately, the war

resulted in the closure of the theatres. On August 20, 1944, Goebbels decreed that

9 SteinweisArt, Ideology, and Economics in Nazi Germah§3.
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“all theatres, music halls, cabarets, and drama schools are to close as of 1
September® Theatres were simply not safe after months of bombings, and this also
created a new infusion of workers for the war economy and more draft eligible men.
Throughout the Third Reich, Intendants and theatre directors found
themselves walking a very unsteady line. Although some repertoire decisiens we
obvious—plays with positive references to Jews or communists were always
banned—these were surprisingly murky waters to navigate. Plays that were
completely acceptable one week were banned the next. Moreover, a politically
acceptable and artistically challenging way to stage Nazi ideolagynever
proposed by the cultural organizations. External forces, such as political exdlr
in-fighting among the Nazi elite, often superseded the adherence to Naagiyleol
People found that their colleagues disappeared from one day to the next. And every
director had to decide how political or “apolitical” their productions would be. How
did these theatres—the Theater des Volkes, the Deutsches Theater, andribe Berl
Staatstheater—with such close connections to the Nazi regime expresieNgy
within the shifting framework of Nazi cultural policy? In the following chegpté
will examine how these theatres dealt with these challenges by inviestitest

productions they staged.

51 |pid., 89.
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Chapter Two: Theater desVolkes

When the Nazis took possession of the GroRRes Schauspielhaus in 1933, they
acquired a theatre with a long and varied history, a theatre that was knowrnlyprimar
for its unique and grandiose architecture. The building was originally a tmede
the Spree River; in the latter part of the nineteenth century it was conveded i
circus, drawing crowds to see feats of horsemanship and other circus acts.alkava
used as a meeting hall for events and conferences due to its cavernous size.

According to Yvonne Shafer, the first use of the building as a theatre occurred
in November 1919, with a production of AeschylOsesteia directed by Max
Reinhardt and starring such famous actors as Agnes Straub and Werner Klaluss.
Willett describes the building as Reinhardt’s “new would-be German National
Theatre.” He conceived of a “great theatre without loges and balconies, the stage
sticking out into the auditorium. No court theatre, no peep-hole theatre, rather a
theatre for the masse$Reinhardt hired the architect Hans Poelzig to convert the
circus arena into a theatre where the three thousand spectators would sit tegether a
democratic body with no conscious class separation. Reinhardt wanted the audience
to feel as if they were a participant in the play, not just an observer. He alsd wante

to integrate the stage and the auditorium, with the auditorium decorated in “harmony

! Yvonne Shafer, “Nazi Berlin and the Grosses Sspilhaus,” iriTheatre in the Third
Reich, The Prewar Years: Essays on Theatre in Gaminanyed. Glen W. Gadberry , 103. For a
more detailed description of the production, sdenJillett, Theatre of the Weimar Republ@4.

2 John Willett,The Theatre of the Weimar Repulgiéew York: Holmes & Meier, 1988), 63.
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with the stage and the actors moving freely between thé two.

The theatre was equipped with a skydome, a revolving stage, and a large
forestage to bring the actors closer to the audience. But Poelzig was fdcad w
number of challenges due to the building’s cavernous interior. There were iron
supports throughout the building that could not be moved, and the huge dome over
the stage made the space an acoustical challenge. Poelzig’s solutioprabtems
later became the theatre’s trademark—he decorated the eight sided donoa and ir
supports with hanging stalactite-like structures, which gave the room excelle
acoustics. They also provided a source for indirect lighting and gave the treeatre it
nickname, th@ropfensteinhdhléstalactite cave).

The theatre had also played a prominent role in two central events for the
Communist party and its supporters. When reports of Lenin’s death arrived in
January 1924, thousands of workers gathered at the Grol3es Schauspielhaus, with a
chorus of male workers and an agit-prop group taking the stage. In 1925, Erwin
Piscator’s production of Ernst Toller and Erich Wein€ft'stz alledemYan for ten
days at the theatre.

But with a few exceptions, Reinhardt’s dream of a democratic, popular
German theatre never quite materialized. John Willett writes that thectbeaame
mired down in “archaism, aestheticism, and commercial calculatidusical

comedy and operetta became the main attraction of the theatre, and Reinhardt sold the

4 Ibid.
° Ibid.

5 willett, 150.

48



premises in 1931 due to financial difficulties.
It is not a surprise that the Nazis were so captivated by this massivearstruc
In his bookZwischen Zucht und Ekstase; zur Theatralik von NS-ArchiteRteter
Bartetzko writes that the massive GroBebauspielhaus was in many ways a
forestudy for the typical architecture of the Third Reich, a space wieradssive
architecture could be used for mass control of the audience through visual elements
such as lighting and soundReinhardt imagined that the physical surroundings
would engage the spectator as an active participant in the drama unfolding on the
stage. Itis this very feature that made the building so attractive to #eg Wao
envisioned a use for the Grol3es Schauspielhaus that was in many ways ittentical
Reinhardt’s (although they would never dare to admit it). Reinhardt's déscrgita
massive popular audience losing themselves in the magic of a national German
theatre foreshadows Nazi descriptions of howMbkk could be unified and
mobilized through the theatre. As Shafer points out, the following descriptitnotaf
alledem!could be easily mistaken for a description of a Nazi party rally:
The masses began to participate. The theatre was reality for them, and soon it
no longer was stage against auditorium, rather a single great auditorium, a
singlebattleground, ainglegreat demonstration. This unification on this
definitive evening was the evidence of the power of agitation of political
theatre®
This description closely echoes what the Nazis hoped to achieve with the, theatre

expression and unification of tMdlk The Grol3es Schauspielhaus, with its large

auditorium that could seat thousands of spectators, seemed to be a perfect stage for

" Dieter BartetzkoZwischen Zucht und Ekstase; zur Theatralik von K®iectur (Berlin:
Mann Verlag, 1985), 80.

8 Shafer, 105.
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this goal. The relationship between the Theater des Volkes and the Nazi organizati
Kraft durch FreudgStrength through Joy) made the theatre a strong propaganda tool
for the regime. But in reality this was easier said than done. While initial
productions were more overt in their attempt to stage the classics through an
ideological lens, as the gathering phase of Nazism gave way to the corsolidat
phase, the propagandistic message was muted. When the war began, the change
became even more evident. Escapist operetta became the acceptable wagyto portr
Germany and its people. The theatre’s mission had not changed—the goallwas stil
educate and uplift théolk. It was the manner in which this goal was fulfilled that
evolved. The operettas replaced the heroic, epic nature of the classicahtysima
often staged at the Theater des Volkes with a folk-tale, nostalgic im&grmoiany.
Reminding the audience of an idealized vision of Germany, one thaiiliner was
fighting for, was seen as the most effective propaganda.

The Grol3es Schauspielhaus reopened in January 1934, a year after the seizure
of power, under the new name Theater des Volkes. It was under the direct control of
Goebbels and the Reich Ministry for Popular Enlightenment and Propaganda, and
was one of only three theatres in Berlin to receive funding from the Ministrg
newly named theatre was to be an organ of the Strength through Joy movement.

Strength through Joy was created on November 27,1933, as an organization
within theDeutsche ArbeitsfroriGerman Labor Front), the huge official labor union
founded by the Nazis in May 1933. Strength through Joy was headed by Dr. Robert

Ley, and the organization’s purpose was to organize and subsidize the leisure of
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German worker8. Strength through Joy was seen as an “educational-propaganda
structure to turn Germans into believing National Sociali$tsspecially the most
“recalcitrant class, the worker$.”Ley proclaimed that no one in Germany was to
have a private life in Germany except for in their sleep, and in a speech to the
International Leisure Congress in 1936 he said that “we must gradualéytoahe
realization that we must organize leisure anéwEverything in Nazi Germany had
become a forum for propaganda and the Nazis wanted to control all aspects of life,
both the public and private spheres.

Ley saw the organization of all free time as “perhaps the greatesthhing t
this revolution produces? He believed that making the optimum use of leisure time
would increase the productivity of the German worker by preparing him for higher
performance: “since time on the job demands high and peak performance from the
worker, one must offer the best of the best in his free time to nourish soul, spirit and
body.” He also felt that offering subsidized leisure activities which hadqu#y
only been available to the middle and upper classes (such as theatre or cdmetert tic
and vacations) would further the integration of the German worker into society and

improve his self imagé#. It would also give the Nazis a forum for gaining the support

° The idea of a state-run leisure organization mas new one. Ley was influenced by the
Belgian leisure theorist Henri de Man, but Strertgtbugh Joy was mostly fashioned after the Italian
FascistDopolavoro(After-Work Organization).

19 Ronald SmelseRobert Ley: Hitler's Labor Front LeadéNew York: Berg Publishers
Ltd., 1988), 106-7.

! Ibid., 201.
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of those who were traditionally perceived to be supportive of the communist
movement.

There was another very politically astute motive behind this kind of organized
leisure time. If people were busy they could not become bored, and boredom could
lead to:

stupid, heretical, yes, in the end criminal ideas and trains of thought. Gloomy

dullness makes people complain; gives them a feeling of homelessness; in a

word, the feeling of absolute superfluity. Nothing is more dangerous to the

state than that.
Keeping people busy was a way of keeping them satisfied, a way of maintaining
order and control. And, if it made people feel grateful to the state for providing them
with such wonderful leisure opportunities, that was even better.

But the Strength through Joy movement added more fuel to the fire in the feud
between Joseph Goebbels and Alfred Rosenberg. Rosenberg was the head of another
organization that sought to organize German culturd\#tmnalsozialistische
Kulturgemeindd€National Socialist Culture Community), which was essentially a
reorganization of the now-defunct Combat League for German Culture. He had
coordinated the largest two theatregoer’s organizations (which edyeseraked as a
means for mass theatre subscriptions at substantial discounts, much like Strength
through Joy, theVerband der freien Volksbiuhaed theBihnenvolksbundinder the
auspices of the National Socialist Culture Community and later mergedriteeen i
newly formed organization called tBeutsche Bihne.

In 1934, Rosenberg and Ley agreed thattbetsche Buhneould become a

“corporative member” of Strength through Joy, but this alliance soon fell prey to

5 Ley, quoted in ibid., 210-211.
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squabbling between the two ménRosenberg sought a new arrangement with
Goebbels and the Chamber of Culture, but Goebbels did not have a good relationship
with Rosenberg, as described in the previous chapter. He had no interest in forming
an alliance with Rosenberg. Goebbels did, however, see the advantages of a
relationship between the Chamber of Cultame Ley’s Strength through Joy. The
arrangement made sense for both organizations, as Alan Steinweis desttréoes: “
Kulturkammerconstituted a cartel of culture producers, whereakiat durch

Freudehad already established itself as, in effect, Germany’s lacgkatal

consumer cooperative.” Programs sponsored by Strength through Joy would ensure
work for Chamber of Culture members, while Ley could secure a guaranteed
reduced-fee participation of Chamber of Culture members in Strength through Joy
entertainment functions. In November 1936, much to Rosenberg’s dismay, the
Chamber of Culture and Strength through Segled their alliance and held a joint
annual meeting.

And the alliance proved a successful one for both organizations. In 1936, for
example, theater events organized by Strength through Joy attractedimetbmb
audience of 300,000 per month in Berlin aléhdén 1938, 8.1 million Germans went
to Strength through Joy theatre performances and coritdrte contribution of the

Strength through Joy organization to the stimulation of the theatre economtereflec

16 Alan E. SteinweisArt, Ideology, and Economics in Nazi Germany: Te&RChambers
of Music, Theater, and the Visual A(@hapel Hill: University of North Carolina Pre4993), 70.

17 Ipid., 70-1.
18 Ipid., 75.

19 Smelser, 216.
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a broader effort by Theatre Chamber officials to develop a loyal audiencse The
officials were convinced that théolk, disgusted by the theatre of the Weimar
Republic,had simply stopped going. Anecdotal evidence supports this belief; one
theatre critic counted only seven paying customers in the audience at one géJel3ne
final performances at the Berliner StaatstheZtdn order to increase their success,
Party officials believed that it was urgent from a financial standpoint ke theatre
attendance affordable and enjoyable to all.
But this arrangement possessed symbolic as well as economic value:
During the Weimar era, Nazi cultural propaganda had bemoaned the
alienation of the German masses from a German artistic establishment
enamored of modernism and experimentatioKuturkammer-Kraft durch
Freudealliance would represent a return of art to the people. It would reflect a
new ‘unity between artist and people,” embodying the ‘living connection of
our new artistic life with the broadest layers of our awake¥ilg.’*
The Theater des Volkes, whose architecture was viewed by both the Nazis and Max
Reinhardt as a means of erasing the division between actor and audience member,
was especially well suited to this new unity between the artist and theepdoplas
the first theatre to be designated as a Strength through Joy theatre naisdids was
to provide productions that would “move the individuals in the audience to a sense of
greatness and unity through the presentation of classics and performanndsigem
them of the traditions of German literatufé.Nazi Party officials felt that the

Theater des Volkes would be a site to stage Nazi ideology and mythology for the

masses (in a literal sense, given the size of the auditorium).

% Gerwin StroblThe Swastika and the Stage. German Theatre aridt§at933-1945
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007), 29.

21 Smelser, 71.

22 ghafer, 115.
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The opening production of the Theater des Volkes embodied this mission:
Schiller'sDie Raubeywhich premiered on January™,8934. Thousands of workers
received free admission, programs, and coat checks—although the classtireg se
arrangement dreamed of by Reinhardt was marred by the addition of loges I&oebbe
had built for himself, Hitler, and other notables, including Robert Ley and Rudolf
Hess.

The Nazis had a particular affection for Schiller. Goebbels, speaking of
Schiller, said:

If Schiller had lived in these times, without doubt he would have become the

great poetic champion of our revolution. He had the character it takes to

devote himself to it with all his might. And he possessed the artistic genius
one needs to give it creative forni3..
In fact, Schiller would eventually become the most-performed dramatise dthird
Reich. One Nazi critic reveled that the “cancer” that had debilitated Sclfidm
the liberals to the Communists, was gone and that National Socialism alone “can
provide the ideological foundation necessary for a proper evaluation of Schiller's
achievement®

But, like many dramatists performed within the Nazi regime, his standisg w

neither secure nor fixed. Georg Ruppelt, in his work on the topic, explores how

Schiller was on the one hand exploited by the Nazis, while on the other hand Nazi

critics expressed concern about what Lesley Sharpe described as his thtiarani

2 «Dje Schiller-Gedenkrede des Reichsministers@yebbels,”Volkischer Beobachter
(Berlin), November 13, 1934: 6.

% Lesley Sharpe, “National Socialism and Schillén,German Life and Letter86 (1982-
83): 156.

55



ideals and the obvious cosmopolitanism which he shared with GdetBeliiller's
supporters within the regime dealt with these concerns by simply ignoring or
downplaying any aspect of Schiller’s work or history that did not agree with the
image they wished to propagate.

Certain aspects of Schiller's work were emphasized to serve the Party. His

place in Hitler's heart had been widely mythologized—Hitler had ¥éérelm Tell

when he was twelve years old and had been incredibly moved by it; in fact, it was the

first play studied by fourteen and fifteen year old children in the Nazi school
curriculum. A year before the seizure of povtke party published a book by Hans
Fabricius entitled&chiller as Hitler's Comrade in Armsgvhich sought to illustrate the
National Socialism in his plays. Fabricius viewed him as a prophet and a guide,
analyzing the relevant political concepts of each play (for example, éssitiip and
politics” in Wallensteif.?® The book was republished for the great “Schilterer’
(Schiller Celebration) of 1934, which honored the"™ @Bniversary of the

playwright’s birth. The “SchilleFeier’ proved very useful to the Nazis. It provided

an excuse for large processions and demonstrations, and, according to Sharpe, the

amount of attention paid to Schiller gave the Nazis ammunition to counteract “at
home and abroad” their “brutal and anti-intellectual im&gerhe Nazis viewed the
theatre as a crucial component to the rehabilitation of this image. Inrthgess of

the regime, the Nazis were extremely intent on convincing social and politica

% |bid.

% John London, “Introduction,” ifheatre Under the Nazigd. John London (Manchester:
Manchester University Press, 2000), 27.

%" Sharpe, 158.
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conservatives who were not Party members to embrace National SocidheniNazi
ideologues felt that the theatre, which had betrayed conservative Berlinegstdar
Weimar Republic, would prove to these Germans that National Socialism was not
dangerous or violent, but rather a return to the glorious German culture of old.

The Nazis emphasized the earlier plays of Schiller’s career, sk as
Rauber, FiesccandKabale und Liebé& tying them toSturm und Drangnd
Romanticism, a period Nazi critics found eminently mgikischand desirable than
Weimar Classicism. In a 1933 productiorDoé Rauberin Frankfurt, heroic
emphasis was placed on the band of outlaws, positioning thedtkeschheroes,
stressing the group over the individual, in keeping with Nazi ideology of community
over individual. During the war, productionsMéria StuartandJungfrau von
Orleanswere also used as anti-English propaganda.

Don Carloswas far more challenging. But, as was typical of the Nazis,
problematic works were simply suppressed to allow the image of Schiller as
Nationaldichter(national poet) to remain untarnished, at least in the eyes of the
public and for propaganda purposes. Even Hitler's belgviitelm Tell the most
performed Schiller play in 1933-34, 1934-35, and 1938-8&s banned in 1941 by
Hitler himself, not just from performance, but from schools as well. Perhaps he
feared the legitimization of murdering a tyrant.

The inaugural production of the Theater des Volkes was carefully calculated.

It was part of the Schilleireier, and Goebbels himself was very involved in the

% Kabale und Liebevas the most performed play of Schiller’s during Third Reich, with a
total of 213 performances. London, “Introductiofy.

2 Ipid.
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process. He attended rehearsals, and according to one review oftenviee ¢oaithe
director, Walther Briigmann. As several critics noted in their reviewsy#tang
was a great success for both the company and for Goebbels himself. The eewdew
audience response were overwhelmingly positive. Heinz von Lichberg, inrtlge Pa
newspapervVolkischer Beobachtetakes special care to mention the damage done to
the play and the theatre building itself in previous years. He writes thiieidtee
itself, which had been “taken away from its given purpose\aslstheateand filled
with hollow, deceptive glitter-business through a crafty theatre entrepréhad
been returned to authenticity and beauty. Schiller, who had “been turned from a
servant of art into an ‘interpretation,” which had nothing in common with Schiller—it
was only common,” had his noble spirit restored with this performéniciehberg’s
review stresses how the Nazis would be the ones to save the theatre and through it
enrich the lives of th¥olk

Lichberg, like many other critics, mentions the giant size of the theatee. Th
scenic design by Benno von Arent was widely praised. The Bohemian Forest was
described as “a fantastic view, with trees in the foreground and peakssahttee
background,*® a setting which mirrored the dark and rough human masses of the

robbers themselveés. The scene by the Danube was enhanced by shafts of sunlight—

% Heinz von Lichberg, “Die Rauber” im GroRen Schaethaus, Vélkischer Beobachter
(Berlin), n.p. The “glitter business” to which lioerg refers is a direct attack on the glitzy oftase
staged at the theatre during the end of the WeReaublic, and “the crafty theatre entrepreneur” is
probably an attack on the Jewish Reinhardt, althdwegghad very little to do with the day to day
management of the theatre once operettas becameathdare. This comment is quite
(unintentionally) ironic, as the theatre would omgmin become home to operettas after 1936.

31 Shafer, 1009.

32 Lichberg.

58



in fact, the lighting seems to have been particularly spectacular,e&alseentions
are made of it in Lichberg’s review, as well as others. Arent’s sg@mevided a
“deeply moving and helpful” backdrop for the dramatic evénts.

The acting was also praised. The crowd scenes were very relaxed and
natural—Lichberg mentions the great teamwork, especially of the robbeirgichie
George, in the role of the evil Franz Moor, seems to have been quite effective. He is
bookish, digging in the library in his books—a nod to Nazi anti-intellectualism and an
action which seems to put him in opposition to the book-burning Nazis. The “venom
of his soul drips from his fat, distorted mouth,” and he takes care to hide his “true,
hideous character behind a calm mask.” When he faces his downfall, George
whimpers, running through the space, dripping with sweat. Lichberg writess, “T
Franz Moor is a bogeyman, is the superlative of all mean-ffe3$eé description of
George’s Franz echoes typical anti-Jewish propaganda. While | am not igniblgtn
Franz is a Jew in this production, he seems to take on the obvious dangerous qualities
believed to be possessed by the Jews. These traits were synonymous with evil in
Nazi Germany, and when Lichberg assigns them to Franz, he quickly and
unequivocally marks Franz as a true danger t&/tik

Paul Wagner’s Karl Moor, on the other hand, is pure good. Even when he
comes off as “assertive,” he is always “well-behaved, decent, properiatiyer His
association with the robbers is barely even mentioned in Lichberg’s reViegy

beautiful Amalie, Karl's beloved who is coveted by Franz, played by Hilde Kérber

¥ Lichberg.

* Ibid.
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“stands out as a white dream, a beautiful untouched picture between the brothers,
total sorrow and longing, completely inaccessible to the malicious, grubhy.Ft
Special mention is paid to her untouched, virginal qualities in Lichberg’s review, and
he takes care to mention that she is hardly ever an active participant,fer oyt
moment when she boxes Franz’'s ears. She is the ideal Nazi woman: beautiful, pure,
an object of desire who only attacks to preserve her virtue from the evil Franz.

Shafer writes that the performance achieved the desired effect: “the audienc
fell directly under the spell of the presentation and individuals united to become a
connected mass?” One critic said the workers became a community with the same
ideas and goals, a result brought about because “the actors were capabléengf draw
the audience in to feel it had experienced all that the characters had exquemethe
play.”” The actors made use of side stages for monologues and made direct contact
with the audiencé&. Lichberg writes that the audience was inspired over and over
again to tremendous applause, applause which another critic noted “paralleled the size
of the enormous theatré&’”

The reviews paint a picture of a production which used the technical effects
made possible by the theatre’s technology, the size of the theatre, the t#bent of
actors, and the text itself to great effect, creating a productionviariyny of the

inauguration of the theatre for th®lk. They also describe a production firmly

% Ibid.

% Shafer, 109.

37 H.P., quoted in ibid.
% |bid.
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rooted in National Socialist ideology.

In September 1934, Brigmann directed another classic, Shakespeare’s
Midsummer Night's DreamThe developing trend of performing classic plays stayed
true to the theatre’s stated mission and reflected Goebbels’s recommertuttion t
German theatres produce the classics until the “steely romantic” draxaaiof
Germany took on satisfactory shape. According to Werner Habricht, anothee moti
for pushing the classics was the belief that the familiar repertoinédvpacify the
cultured middle clas$.

Not only was Shakespeare the second-most performed playwright during the
Third Reich (right behind Schiller)—approximately three percent of all prashscin
the Third Reich were of his plays—he was ultimately appropriated by the &az
having Germanic or Nordic identity. As in the case of Schiller, there weredame
critics and dramatists who did not want Shakespeare to hold such a prominent place
in the new canon of acceptable works. Contemporary dramatist Eberhard Wolfgang
Moller thought that Shakespeare had led German drama astray, that he veadlytypi
unGerman and thus had only made life a misery for German dramatists” when take
as a modet

But these few critical voices were overwhelmed by the chorus of voices
lauding Shakespeare as a true Nordic spirit. Thilo von Trotha, author and secretary to

Alfred Rosenberg, called Shakespeare “the great creator of Nordictenateama

0 Werner Habicht, “Shakespeare and Theatre Paiitittse Third Reich,” inThe Play Out of
Context: Transferring Plays from Culture to Cultyesl. Hanna Scolnicov and Peter Holland
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1989), 111.

41 John London, “Non-German Drama in the Third R@iah Theatre Under the Nazi&39.
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...one of the greatest liberators of the Germanic sgfritNazi critics recapitulated
the “glorious history” of Shakespeare in Germany, with author Werner Deubel
writing:

It is no coincidence that Germans—and Germans alone!—were the first to

discover, translate, perform, and so keenly appropriate Shakespeare that the

great tragedian, who ‘teaches, nourishes and educates Nordic people’(Herder),
since then seems, in a deeper sense, to belong more to the Germans than the

English®
It was noted by critics that Shakespeare had been lucky enough to writenglance
free of Jews, and Goebbels mentioned that Shakespeare lived “in London at the
beginning of a world empire” and was “right at the formation of histtrsui attempt
to draw a direct connection between Shakespeare and Nazi Germany.

Some critics went even farther to make Shakespeare German, and more
importantlyvdlkisch in spirit if not by birth. Amateur mythographers wrote that his
fairy worlds and the myths behind the tragedies were Nordic in origin. An
aristocratic journal commented on the Nordic nobility of his kings, whilen@thar
journal commended the closeness to the soil of his rural origin, a direct allusion to the
popular blood and soil ideology, which saw a strong link betweevidheand
German land. One professor noted that the “Nordic” instincts of the women in
Shakespeare’s plays to choose valuable husbands was a lesson “for the breeding of a

healthy generation,” while another dramatic theorist noted that Shakes@saae w

supreme example of political drama, since private experiences and values are

2 Quoted in ibid., 240.
3 Quoted in ibid.

4 Joseph Goebbelbje Tagebiicher von Joseph Goebbels: samtliche FeaggiTeil I:
Aufzeichnungen 1924-1944 vols, ed. by Elke Fréhlich (Munich: K.G. Sal887), Ill, 424.
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subordinate to the needs of public ones—just as the needs of the average German
were subordinate to the needs and values of tiie*

In light of the Nazis’ appropriation of Shakespeare @aslldschplaywright,
the decision to stagk Midsummer Night's Dreamwas in line with the Theater des
Volkes’s mission to inspire the audience with the best of German literaturie. tifes
production ofDie Rauberthe production made extensive use of technical effects and
costume. Harald Paulsen \idlkischer Beobachtewrote that the rich colors of the
costumes and lighting effects lent an “absolutely exhilarating be&utiyhe
revolving stage was used, so when Hermia made her flight, “the stage turned 360
degrees, whereby continuously new surprising prospects appeared: bats, frogs, and
strange trees gave a sense of a refined fairy-tale type of dendfatin fact, Paulsen
commented that the sets and costumes of the different scenarios were too
predominant in the production, although it was still “a remarkably good
performance.” By focusing on the spectacle, Briigmann and designer Benno von
Arent hoped to make the play accessible to workers who may not have been familiar
with Shakespeare.

The size of the stage was noted. Paulsen remarked that the dimensions of the
“giant theatre” reinforced the impression of the impish fairy world. In this
production, as iie Raubey Brigmann “played with the whole room,” making use

of pathways into the auditorium—one on the left for the Athenians, another on the

4 Habicht, 112-14.

4 Harald Paulsen, “Sommernachtstraum im TheateNd#es,” Volkischer Beobachter
(Berlin), September 18, 1934: 5.

4" Quoted in Shafer, 110.
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right for the mechanicals. The reviews of the acting were more mixedeRagted

that Paul Wagner and Hanna Ralph as Theseus and Hyppolita were very pleasing a
the heroic pair, Otto Collin and Herbert Dirmoser as Lysander and Demegnies w
humorous and convincing as lovers behaving badly, and Helene Dietrich as Helena
was pleasant in both appearance and performance. Paulsen was not as generous
towards the actress playing Hermia (Inga Ewald). He found her performaoed,for
which caused the audience to miss the lighter, humorous touches in the role. He also
disagreed with the characterization of Egeus, who was played by Paul Rehkopf a
“helpless, nagging and drooling old man,” rather than a dignified advisor and furious
father, and he calls Briigmann to task for allowing such a distortion. Rehkopf’'s
interpretation of Egeus contradicted the accepted National Socialist viemptesc

of a father, who was to be the strong head of a family, just as Hitler wasathig st

head of the countrylNor was he impressed with the performance of Puck. But he did
give the performance an overall favorable review, noting that the public'getve
applause” at the end of the pfdyOne reviewer agreed, suggesting that the “director
and designer had succeeded in enchanting the audience so that their eyes were as
dazzled and mystified as those of the characters in the PBl@nbdther concluded

that this was just the beginning of a long run of “lively, beautiful evenitigghat
success seems to have been largely credited to the comedic performances and the

amazing scenic design.

48 paulsen.

9 Herbert Pfeiffer, “Eine Sommernachtstraum-Reva@;Uhr-Blatt (Berlin), Sept. 17,
1934: n.p.

0 Quoted in Shafer, 110.
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It is clear from the reviews that critics were willing to question the ptaxiyc
despite the Theater des Volkes’s explicit ties to the regime. The majotitgsef
critical rumblings focused on the “revue-like” nature of the production. Herbert
Pfeiffer, referring to the actors costumed as mushrooms and other plants moving
about and dancing fairies and elves, dubbed the production “Shakespeare a3 revue.”
Another review made special mention of the theatre’s need to win over “the common
people Volksgenossenthe ideologically faithful] who previously had little
connection with the institution of the theatfé.Anton Dietzenschmidt noted that the
prominent phras®¥olksgenossen, Dein Thea{@omrades, your theatre), was
featured on the program, further emphasizing the Theater des Volkes commecti
the ordinary maf The implication was that by trying to appeal to the mass
audience—the workers receiving subsidized tickets through Strength through Joy—
the theatre was in danger of becoming too kitchy. One critic was not so subtle,
attacking the production as a “blasphemy to Shakespeare” for its use of revue
interludes so popular in the Weimar Republic, calling it “Mandst.”

One expected change was the absence of the incidental music traditional for
the play since the nineteenth century, by Felix Mendelsohn, who was a Jew. New
music by Edmund Nick replaced Mendelsohn’s, but it was not well received. Fritz

Stege, writing in th&/6lkischer Beobachtecomplained that Nick had not captured

*L Pfeiffer.
2 Quoted in Shafer, 110.
3 Quoted in ibid.

** London, “Non-German Drama in the Third Reich,’324A later production ofaming of
the Shrewalso directed by Walther Brigmann, was alsocizitid for its revue content and clowning.

65



the “magic of the forest,” and that he could have learned from Mendelsohn how to
avoid a trivial salon style (although Stege in no way suggested that the music should
be reintroduced¥. That the Nazi Party newspaper would mention Mendelsohn in any
sort of a positive light seems shocking given his racial status. But in this tessie, a
merit took precedence over Nazi ideology, at least at this earlyistdgeregime.

These criticisms, or attacks as the case may be, illustrate the uniqeaghall
faced by the Theater des Volkes: to perform classic plays in a way that wa
accessible to the main audience, who in this case were working classgéivera
citizens not used to attending the theatre. The very aspect of Strength tlogagh J
mission—to make culture available to those not accustomed to it, thereby making
them feel integrated into a new Nazi society—in this case seemed to |epdaBiril
and his company to “dumb down” the culture being offered. Was this pandering to a
lower common denominator a betrayal of Nazi ideals, taking away the “heroic” and
“non-sentimental” qualities espoused by Goebbels? Or was the objectiakiofm
culture available to all Germans the more urgent agenda? This split over what
German drama should look like would continue to characterize the repertoire
selection at the Theater des Volkes. Some productions were staged in a roasg seri
“high art” manner, while others, like the Shakespearean comedies, werrtpdein
the “revue style.” Both fulfilled distinct parts of the Nazi vision for the Téredes
Volkes—heroic tales of Germany and ¥elk on the one hand and accessible
versions of classics intended to show the worker that he too was entitled to culture

and art in the new Reich on the other.

> Fritz Stege, “Die Biihnenmusikyélkischer BeobachtdBerlin), September 18, 1934: 5.
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The year 1934 ended as it had begun at the Theater des Volkes—with another
tribute to Schiller to round out the Schilleeier. A production of hidVallenstein
trilogy premiered on November 10, 1934, Schiller’s birthday.

Wallensteirpresented a conundrum to Nazi ideology—atfter all, Wallenstein is
trying to make peace against the orders of Righfer.” The critic for theVolkischer
Beobachtetook great pains in his review to cemgvillensteinas an acceptable
play and place it within a Nazi ideology. He compared TttteOresteig The Divine
Comedyor Faustin its uniqueness, power, and ability to capture its time in a mirror,
becoming a rallying cry for a “racial and emotional outlokMow does he
reconcileWallensteinwith a Nazi worldview? Wallenstein’s hubris is that he failed
“because of the inability to submit himself to the uppermost German morahkaw, t
service to the community.” This critic goes on to say that Schiller vizsdseith a
fanatical need to serve tM®lk, and that Schiller does not hesitate to blame
Wallenstein for his acts. But, on the other hand, Schiller relieves some of the blame
by showing that Wallenstein recognizes his great mistake of assadulteng “
community, the German people,” although self-realization does not absolve him of
his guilt—only death can do that. But despite his weaknesses, the critic writes,
Schiller has drawn Wallenstein as a “Nordic character, who drove a confliictdre
personal pride and faithful followers” and who resolved that conflict only with his
death?” A play by Schiller, Germany'’s greatest poet, that (in this Nazi intatme)

stressed the importance of community over personal need, was an ideologically sound

* “Dje Wallenstein-Trilogie: Schiller-Ehrung im Taeer des Volkes,V6lkischer
Beobachte(Berlin), November 13, 1934: 5.
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choice for the Theater des Volkes.

The performance began at 3:00 in the afternoon, with a one hour dinner pause.
It ran until 10:30 in the evenirt. This production was directed by Dr. Richard
Weichert, who was known for his production of HasencleM@esSohnn 1918.
But his earlier Expressionist forays were ignored by most, and Weichert wa
generally praised by critics for the production, with one notable exception.

Weichert was praised for carrying out such a large scale production. The
stage was filled with soldiers and peasants in seventeenth-century €ostnrarder
to take in the production, the spectator would have to turn his head 70 degrees, as side
stages were utilized. In one scene, Heinrich George as Wallenstein stosdlen a
stage watching the revolving stage turn from a hall to a landscape o it
broken columns and a wonderful, mysterious darkened*$kyduard Sturm, the
designer, created a simple setting with steps, columns and a “sky filkedtauis,” a
set which would seem to have more in common with the reviled Leopold Jel3ner than
the dancing mushrooms AfMidsummer Night's Dreaifi Heinrich George was
widely praised for his powerful voice and his vitality in a “larger-thamibrtrayal.”
Reviews praised the Ministry for Popular Enlightenment and Propaganda and the

German Labor Front, under whose management the “Theater des Volkes has

8 Subsequent performances of the play in repeeteynatedVallensteins
Lager/Piccolominiwith Wallensteins Tad

9 Herbert Pfeiffer, “Wallenstein,22-Uhr-Blatt(Berlin), Nov 12, 1934: n.p.

€ | eopold JeRner was a director who later becaméntiendant of the Berliner Staatstheater.
He reached the height of his prominence and fanzedi®ctor in the early half of the 1920s. His
productions were marked by an abandonment of rlegiicastyles, and his work is perhaps best known
for his abstract settings constructed of stepspdatfiorms, primarily using light and color for
decorative effect
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undertaken the most difficult task of the Schiller-Year, and has scored a great
success? Critic Anton Dietzenschmidt called the production “a truly worthwhile,
serious Schiller celebration with the full use of all the arts and all thenjitzd]

means.” The end of the evening cemented the image of the Theater des Volkes as a
theatre for the people (especially the workers), with not only the actors antbdir

on stage for the “jubilant” applause during the curtain call, but the designers,
technicians, and ticket takers as well.

But even the positive reviews mention the lack of nuances in the acting. Itis
clear that the style was not naturalistic (a style reviled by thes\&zit more heroic,
larger than life. Given the size of the house, one wonders how much nuance was
even possible. But the critic in tN@lkischer Beobachtewent much farther and
was far more scathing in his review of the production.

He begins by admitting that this powerful work is exceptionally difficult for
all those involved, even more so when performed over a seven hour period. He then
states that this attempt was not a successful one, although he does say thasthe actor
cannot be reproached too harshly, given the difficulty of the material. He dass prai
George, and praises some of the settings, acknowledging that they achieved
“tremendous effects* But he attacks the “maze of rafters and conglomeration of

pillars” of the last act, meant to symbolize the breakdown of the house of Friedland,

1 C.W., ‘Wallensteiim Theater des Volkes,” quoted in Shafer, 111.
2 Quoted in Shafer, 111.

83 “Dje Wallenstein-Trilogie: Schiller-Ehrung im Taeer des Volkes,Vélkischer
Beobachte(Berlin), November 13, 1934: 5.
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as an “embarrassing relation to the mechanistic set art of a Meyerholaivoa™°
Readers of th¥olkischer Beobachterould be familiar with these names because
Meyerhold and Tairov were often targets of Nazi attacks on the theatre of ttnaiVei
Republic. Their names alone became representative for a whole arsstietize

which the Nazis found repugnant. The reviewer can find a way to fit the content of
the plot within Nazi ideology, but the visual reminder of decadent, Communist art
cannot be appropriated. Here was one critic who seemed all too awarecheWei
connections to Expressionist.

The review also lamented the lack of clarity among the performerslsiteal
the reader’s attention Hitler's speech at the cultural conference aniberg,
demanding clarity in German art. The reviewer states this claritieappt only to
“symbolic, confusing extravaganzas” in set design, but to the actor’s spekch a
diction as well. Here, he attacks Paul Wagner (Max Piccolomini), whose ndiue i
farewell scene with Octavio was disturbing and annoying, suffocatingy ¢fa¢ art of
the text. As for Octavio Piccolomini, Friedrich Ulmer was “as motionlessnag a
pole.” Then, in a somewhat amusing change of heart, the critic praises the
“‘commendable attempt,” but notes that a portrayal of the total trilogy stdsnee

“essential revision” concerning the ability to cope with such a greattask.

% |pid.

% |t should also be remembered that at this paitihé Third Reich, there was still some
guestion over whether or not a more acceptafiljschmodernism or Expressionism could be
achieved. As usual, Goebbels and Rosenberg wedéferent sides of the issue, although the
Expressionism during and immediately following W\Was reviled on both sides of this ideological
divide. For more information, see Chapter 1.
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This critic clearly came from a more entrenched, fundamentalist caMgzof
ideology, and had no problem attacking the production for what he sees to be
unforgivable disloyalty to Schiller and to the new Nazi theatre. For him, tlgeiofa
workers gathered on stage in a theatre intended to bring “art Uolkiecannot erase
earlier images reminiscent of modernist, symbolic, and degenerate art. Agdordi
this critic, the Theater des Volkes had failed in its attempt to represenidsalogy
on stagée?®

The theatre produced a more explicit Nazi play the following year. On April
20, 1935, Hitler’s birthday, Richard EuringePgutsche Passion 193@erman
Passion 1933)had its Berlin premiere at the Theater des Volkes. Originally a radio
play broadcast on all German radio channels on Maundy Thursday (April 13) 1933, it
was an example of Bhingspie] the promised new theatrical form of Nazi Germany.

The termThingspiel was introduced by the Germanist Professor Carl Niessen
in July, 1933. He derived the term from TacituSarmania,which describes
gatherings of Germanic clansmen where judgments and decisions about peace, wa
and various issues of law were discuss¥assen chose to apply the term to this new
dramatic form because the new Germany would find expression in the community of
the people, outside of the stufReichstagand in the realm of nature. The plays
were supposed to imitate a process of decision making and make the spectadsrs feel

if they were participating in these ancient gatherfiigs.

% This attack, even though it was grounded withaziNdeology, is a good example of why
Goebbels banned art criticism in 1936. Any critiniof a performance within a state-sponsored
theatre, no matter from what camp it originatedildde viewed as an attack on the state itself.

% William Niven, “The Birth of Nazi Drama? ThingJs,” inTheatre under the NaziS8.
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To fulfill this objective, these plays were to take place on vast outdoor stages
at sites of significance in German history. As Niven explains, the choicesef the
outdoor theatres was meant to emphasize

the organic links between contemporary culture, Nordic nature and the

glorious German past. These new plays, by using mass choruses and

marching groups, would also help to foster a sense of national community

among participants and encourage the audience to identify with the events on

stage?
In this new form, the German people were to be the focus of the drama, not a
collection of individuals, not a class (as in Communist workers’ theatre), bubtke
itself. Dramaturg of the Reich Rainer Schlésser maintained that a drasna&quired
that would raise “historical events to a mythical lealebvereality: the fate and
character of the German people had to be visible in any dramatic integorétati
TheseThing plays were designed to strengthvétkischvalues that, according to the
Nazis, had been weakened or suffocated by the Weimar Republic. They were to be
the new German drama, the “steely romanticism” dreamed of by Goebbels. They
would serve as almost a cultic ceremony in which the audience reaffirmechtia
identity.

A number of measures were taken to foster this new dramatic movement. A
circle of authors was set up, and model performances were organized, so that the
writers could get a general feeling for the dramaturgical directidmeafiéw form.

The firstThingspie] Kurt Eggers’®Das Spiel von Job dem Deutscl{&he Play

about Job, the Germaupremiered in Cologne on November 16, 1933, with five

® Ipid., 55.

" Ibid., 57.
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hundred actors in front of 4200 spectators. Drama competitions took place, including
one organized by the German Labor Front in late 1933, which generated 489 entries
for mass-cast plays and 694 works for chori’ses.

Euringer’sDeutsche Passion 193@&s first performed at tHeeichsfestspiele
(Reich Festival of Plays) in Heidelberg in 1934. Sincelthiagplatz(themassive
outdoor stage) wasn't built in time, the play was staged in the courtyard of Hejdelber
Castle. But by the end of 1935, there were 16 playable outdoor stages. One of the
largest was at Annaberg, which could accommodate 50,000 people.

In Deutsche Passiga dead German soldier from World War | emerges from
his grave and does not recognize his homeland. He meets the War Cripple, the
Unemployed Man and his Wife, the Beggar, and children who complain about their
treatment by the Allies and the poverty of the children. They are starving and have
no bread. He meets the Evil Spirit, who welcomes the Soldier to “Sodom and
Gomorrah in Berlin,” commenting on the “the orgies they call revues.” Thessol
cries out for a strong moral leader and calls the people to order, demanding that they
commit themselves to work. The people are inspired, and the play ends with the Evil
Spirit remarking, “So it really does exist, this Third Reich!”

The play’s judgment, invoking the ancient purpose offthiag, is leveled at
the Weimar Republic, which is put on trial and condemned for the Treaty of
Versailles, rampant capitalism, racial chaos, inflation, unemployment andrung
Euringer’s allegory, the dead soldier returns from the dead, much like Christ’s

resurrection after his crucifixion. And, just as Christ’'s death and resorrdecame

2 Ibid.
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the pathway to salvation for Christians, the soldier’s resurrection brings about
salvation for the German people through his call for a strong leader. Bog&iuri
takes the analogy a step further. The nation of Germany itself is Eusilijarst,
suffering in the Weimar Republic just as Christ suffered on the cross inigheabr
passion plays. In Euringer’'s Nazi passion playMbk replaces Christ as the object
of suffering.

The plot is especially noteworthy in light of the work of historian Roger
Griffin, who has written extensively on fascism as a generic phenomenon. In his
examination of the theatres of fascist Italy, Germany and Spain, Griffits plost a
working definition of fascism is vital if one is to explore the aesthetics of
performance in a fascist society. He argues that fascism is @raredtby a core
myth of palingenetic ultranationalism. “Palingenetic” refers to théhrof/rebirth or
regeneration, but “the adjective first acquires a definitional function when it i
combined with the historically quite recent and culture-specific phenomenon of
‘nationalism,” and only when this takes a radically anti-liberal stance tmimdtra-
nationalism” Griffin continues:

what all permutations of fascism have in common...is that their ideology,

policies, and any organizations formed to implement them, are informed by a

distinctive permutation of the myth that the nation needs to be, or is about to

be, resurrected Phoenix-like from the forces of decadence, which, without
drastic intervention by the forces of healthy nationalism, threaten to
extinguish it for evef®

Griffin then connects his definition to a theatrical practice which suppadsta

ideology: “a truly fascist theatrical theory or practice will expriéself in a central

3 Roger Griffin, “Staging the Nation’s Rebirth: TRelitics and Aesthetics of Performance in
the Context of Fascist Studies,”Hascism and Theatre: Comparative Studies on théhAgss and
Politics of Performance in Europe, 1925-1943,
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preoccupation with the victory over decadence by youthful new forces and the
resulting birth of a new national community made up of a new type of ‘nfan.”

The plot ofDeutsche Passion 1938an embodiment of Griffin’s theories of
fascist theatre. A dead man literally rises from the grave to call&@werto arms,
calling for the creation of a new man to lead a decadent Germany into a strong and
glorious future. It is, using this definition, an ideal Nazi play.

The massive size of the Theater des Volkes and its connection to Strength
through Joy made it the perfect choice for the play’s performance in Berlin. The
“rebirth” of the theatre building (within an National Socialist contesBlitechoes
Griffin’s myth of palingenetic ultranationalism: a new theatre rises, pkdiei, out
of the ashes of decadent Weimar Germany, resulting in a new, healthynGerma
theatre that would be made financially affordable for all German workersssence,
the play echoes the revolutionary thrust of the workers’ theatre, but in this new
theatre for the worker that force is redirected into a conservative tfes@tution.

The performance opened on a barren landscape of barbed wire. Many
reviewers commented on the fantastical and eerie mood that charactegized t
meetings between the soldier and the Evil Spirit. The soldier, also known as the
Good Spirit, wore a crown of thorns made from barbed wire, while the Evil Spirit
embodied Weimar decay with his shiny bowler hat and the “shrill” jazz music that
served as his accompaniment. There was a huge mass choir assembled from 14
choral companies that reviewers saw as particularly powerful, and when thes®mel

and hungry are motivated by the dead soldier into joining a new Army, they move

 Ibid., 21.
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towards a radiating light, packed closely together, and sing the Horst\&@sge
the Nazi worker’'s hymn.

Judging from the reviews, the performance at the Theater des Volkes was
extremely powerful and well received. One reviewer writes that thentgst prize
of this premiere is the consciousness of unity between stage and auditérium.”
Another writes that the struggle for the new community within the play “tears t
spectator from the outermost circle into the ring insifléOne review, seizing on the
allegory of the Passion play, likens the performance to a “consecrated moanent,”
a “church service” The review in th&erlin Lokalanzeigerwrites that one must
judge this performance not on the dramaturgy (perhaps a comment on the lack of
subtlety of the piece, and one that was common to criticisms dhihgspie) but on
the experience, which held the audience under its spell, “for the powerful vision
illuminates the fight of the spirit, lights up the struggle for the soul of the &@erm
people.” This review goes on to say that the singing of the Horst Wessel Sbhag at t
end of the performance united the stage and the audience, an ending which “is also
symbolic of our common path into the new Reiéh.”

But the audience response may have been shaped on a further level by just

> Ernst Keienburg, “Tausende werden eine Einheitirf§er’s ‘Deutsche Passion’ im
Theater des Volkes,” April 20, 1935, n.p.; clippiilg, Institut fur Theaterwissenschaft
Kritikenabteilung, Freie Universitat, Berlin.

% “Richard Euringers Thingspiel im GroRen Schauspies: ‘Deutsche Passion 1933’
Triumph der namenlosen Spieler—Chdre aus 14 Bertnel3betrieben,” April 20, 1935, n.p.;
clipping file, Institut fir Theaterwissenschaft #kenabteilung, Freie Universitat, Berlin.

" “Deutsche Passion 1933—Richard Euringers WerKliater des Volkes,” n.d., n.p.;
clipping file, Institut fur Theaterwissenschaft #kenabteilung, Freie Universitat, Berlin.

8 “In den neuen Reich—Euringers ‘Deutsche Passé®8’1lim Theater des Volkes,” April

20, 1935, n.p.; clipping file, Institut fir Theatéssenschaft Kritikenabteilung, Freie Universitat,
Berlin.
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who was there on that opening night. The production premiered on Hitler’s birthday,
and Hitler himself, along with Goebbels and other high ranking Nazi officialg, wer
present. While it is hard to judge how their presence affected the responsesspf othe
it almost certainly had some effect on audience members and actors allezal S
reviewers mention Hitler'spresence, and one goes as far as to cabdoetpn a
birthday gift for theFihrer.

This performance was the embodiment of Nazi ideology on stage. The plot
staged a cornerstone of Nazi belief, that onlyRtierer could lead Germany out of
the nightmarish devastation of the Weimar Republic. The form of the play was
calculated to strengthen national pride and communal bonds. It was a verglpolitic
work, and the first production at the Theater des Volkes to express Nazi dogma so
overtly and with such conviction.

But although the play, both in form and content, seemed to embody all that the
Nazis hoped to achieve with the theatre, Tthagspielwas eventually phased out.
Official support was replaced with suppression beginning in late 1935. By October,
the Ministrybanned the use of the teifhingspiel and stipulated that the term “cult”
should not be associated with National Socialism. In May, 1936 the use of
declamatory choruses, a key component oflthieagspiel,were banned by Goebbels,
who called them “banal and bombastit.With this ban, the genre was effectively
finished. The plays proved to be a financial nightmare, the outdoor performances
were subject to summer rainstorms and acoustical difficulties, and as most cr

admitted, the plays were simply not very good. The plays often took the form of

® Niven, 75.
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biblical allegory, and the Ministry objected to the imposition of Christian
“mythology” motifs upon recent history, preferring that the Nazi movementdre se
not as an instrument for change or as a means to an end but rather as the end itself.
But perhaps even more important is the reality that some of the very aspéets of t
dramaturgy that were used to identify with the audience—the mass choir, the
representative characters—were too close to the dramaturgy of decademhs,
Expressionism and epic theatre. The larger part of the plays showcased all the
aspects of Weimar corruption and sin, such as jazz, dancing and eroticism. But as
William Niven points out, a sense of nostalgia in the portrayal of these ekement
could be implied in the productioffs As National Socialism slowly moved into the
phase of consolidation, it was no longer useful, or prudent, to remind the people of
Weimar in such a graphic way. As in the cas&/dhelm Tell,a play that seemed to

be wholly, completely pro-Nazi could resist that categorization even in siaadl, w

and become dangerous rather than instructive.

One of the last “classic” productions to be performed at the Theater des
Volkes was Henrik IbsenBeer Gyntwhich premiered in March 1936. The choice
of play was directly connected to one of the activities of Strength through Joy
subsidized cruises to the Norwegian fjords. The critic Anton Dietzenschmidt bega
his review of the production by noting that the beautiful scenery of the play would
remind those who had already traveled to Norway of their vacations and that

hundreds more would be inspired to make the vo{adde play had long been

8 pid., 77.

81 Shafer, 113.
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popular in Germany and was even known as the Néialist,but it was the choice
of translator that helped push this production firmly onto Germanic soil: the 1912
translation by the poet Dietrich Eckart, Hitler's friend and mentor.

Eckart was a poet, playwright and journalist, twenty one years Hitler'srseni
who had strongly influenced Hitler’s ideas about art and culture during thetimnma
of the Nazi Party in Munich. As Henry Grosshans points out in his Halst and
the Artists Hitler was never one to acknowledge his intellectual and political debts,
but his regard for Eckart never faltered, and he ended the second Marh dfampf
with a eulogy to Eckaff. Eckart became a member of the Nazis’ inner circle in 1919,
and handled the negotiations to acquirebikischer Beobachteof which he
became editor in 1921.

Eckart worked for three years on the translatioRedr Gynt In order to
create a more stageable version of the play, he retained 56 roles (plus lutras)
reduced the play to ten scenes and eight sets. He wanted to transform the @lay int
Faustian treatment of the “German search for identity and self-knowl&dGeorge
L. Mosse examines how Eckart transformed Peer into the “peasant asr-austia
persistently striving to relate himself to the spirit of lif8."In his discussion of the
concept of th&/olk, Mosse looks at how Peer becamakkischhero:

The peasant boor of the original play became . . . a simple, just, and genuine

man struggling for salvation and giving himself to the cosmic spirit. With the
addition of the Faustian aspect, the character of the ideal peasant was

8 Henry Grosshansitler and the Artist{New York: Holmes & Meier Publishers, Inc.,
1983), 55.

8 |pid., 56.

8 George L. MosséThe Crisis of German Ideology: Intellectual Origiofthe Third Reich
(New York: Schocken Books, 1981), 26-7.
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complete. Rootedness and proximity to nature embraced the simple social
virtues as well as the elemental strength derived from primitivism.t Wha
emerged was the model for a Volk hero who alone, according to Volkish
ideology, could shatter the complex of contemporary society.
Eckart’s translation/adaptation foreshadowed the Nazi practice of ajziagri
material and manipulating it to fit into Nazi philosophy.

The translation, which was first produced at Berlin’s Konigliches
Schauspielhaus in February 1914, was a financial and critical successngecei
favorable reviews in over 80 of Germany’s leading newspapers. It received one
hundred performances in the next two years, and it was the second most popular play
in Germany from 1914 to 1918, as measured by the number of perforrffaivbest
German theatres utilized Eckart’s translation when produeasy Gynt Adolf
Hitler fondly remembered seeing the play in Berlin with Eckart in £921.

Once again, Brigmann directed the production at the Theater des Volkes, with
Ludwig Hornsteiner designing the sets. One critic wrote that Hornstegetrdesign
“stood for more than just the painted backdrop of the performance,” uniting with
Edvard Grieg’s music to give the work dramatic po¥e@Grieg’s music was
presented along with dances to bridge the many scene changes (althougficone cr

commented that some of these dances, such as the wedding dance ballet in between

the first two scenes, were really not appropriate to the play). Karl Kiinkibée what

8 Grosshans, 56.

8 Glen w. Gadberry, “The First National Sociali$tehtre Festival—Dresden 1934,” in
Theatre in the Third Reich, the Prewar Yedr30.

87 «‘peer Gynt’ Theater des Volkes,” March 5, 1986).; clipping file, Institut fir
Theaterwissenschaft Kritikenabteilung, Freie Ursitét, Berlin.
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the scenery was “an essential helper” to the perfornfanGerhard Weise
commented that the lighting created a mood, both during and between scenes, “of
darkness, mystery, and fantasy, which emphasized an allegorical quaktyvert
on to speak of the “exotic quality of the costumes” in the Moroccan/Egyptian set (Act
Four in the original),” which contrasted with the beautifully colored traditifmtia
costumes in the Norwegian sceffe§.he madhouse featured swirling and flashing
lights, the mountain scenes were three dimensional. A ship moved across the stage
and through a storm and eventually exploded. The troll scene “had a strangeness of
the grotesque, which caused goose pimples to run over the backs of the adlience,”
and created “a fantastic-romantic ghostliness which the supernatural Troll wor
swirled about in raving fury; an intoxicated ecstasy of color, bodies, masks—an
insane bacchanat’” The voice of the Troll King was broadcast throughout the house
by loudspeakers at one point, which was quite an unfamiliar technique at the time.
For the Boyg, Hornsteiner showed only “two giant goggle-eyes which glowéd fort
through the mountain forest like a dazzling picture in a children’s bBok.”

The cast was huge. Farm girls dancing around the bridge encircled the whole

stage. Most of the reviews praised the acting: Kunkler called Trauterfds’s

8 Karl Kuinkler, “ ‘Peer Gynt” im Theater des Volkgs.d., n.p.; clipping file, Institut fiir
Theaterwissenschaft Kritikenabteilung, Freie Unsitét, Berlin.

89 Gerhart Weise, “Dietrich Eckarts ‘Peer Gyntl2-Uhr-Blatt(Berlin), March 6, 1936, n.p.,
guoted in Shafer, 113.

% «‘peer Gynt’ Theater des Volkes,” n.p.

1 Ludwig Sternaux, “Irregang und Lauterung ‘Peen3ym Theater des Volkes,” quoted in
Shafer, 113.

2 |bid., quoted in Shafer, 113-4.
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Solveig “unobtrusive and appropriate(again, like Amalie irDie Raubeythe model
of an Aryan woman), and Marianne Bratt's Aase had a tone of “moving urgency” i
her death scerfé.Herbert Hilbner, who played Peer for the entire production, was
widely praised: Weise called him a Peer Gynt “of flesh and blood,” anotherszitl
that “he enchanted the giant audience and never lost a syllahte]"yet another
remarked that his performance only grew stronger as the play wore onngeachi
high point towards the end of the productidrKiinkler wrote that Hiilbner didn’t
always deliver when a strong theatrical expression was needed, but heeatttiiat
to the size of the theatre. He also blamed the space for Tatjana Sais’s vocal
weaknesses as Anitra. Kunkler actually uses the size of the theatre to exyyi
almost every fault he finds, such as Briigmann’s inclination towards theioerat
the flaws in the acting. In fact, he ends his review by remarking that the parducti
overcomes the weaknesses of the large space and through it “delivers a valuable
contribution for the creation of the new theatre of the Reich’s capital°€ity.”

The reviews often focus on the production’s contributions t&/tike
Germany, and the theatre’s ability to elevate and transport its audiencet i€cka

called “thevolkischchampion and noblest and bravest follower ofRtibrer,” who

9 Karl Kuinkler, “ ‘Peer Gynt” im Theater des Volkes.p.

% «‘peer Gynt’ Theater des Volkes,” March 5, 1986.; clipping file, Institut fiir
Theaterwissenschaft Kritikenabteilung, Freie Unsitét, Berlin.

% Quoted in Shafer, 114.
% «peer Gynt' Theater des Volkes,” n.p.

9 Karl Kiinkler, “ ‘Peer Gynt” im Theater des Volkes.p.
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presents an “outporing of a Nordic show of natdteKinkler calls the play “theater
of theVolk” The folk costumes illustrated the people’s pride in their culture and
homeland. When the play ended, one reviewer noted, “the spectators, having traveled
through this colorful world, felt themselves elevated through each act to a kind of
pious harmony. The solemn consecration of the poet pulled them upwards and the
theatre became a temple—the highest achievement of dramatffc Biteh reviews
which criticize particular elements of the production take care to mention the pla
Nordic character and its connection to Yfak. It should be noted that few critics
would dare say anything negative about Eckart or his translation, given hisigtandi
within the mythology of the Nazi party, but descriptions of the audience’s reaction to
the performance reinforce the image of a positive, communal reaction to what had
essentially become a German myth—albeit one that happens to take place in
Norway!®°

AlthoughPeer Gyntwas a huge success and the theatre itself and its
technology were specifically mentioned as the perfect vehicle for the npdiafpia
“‘journeying” into the soul of man, it was one of the last classic dramas pedatme
the Theater des Volkes. The acting ensemble was disbanded in 1936 and the actors
moved on to other theatres. Although, as Bogustaw Drewniak states in his
examination of Nazi theatrical policy, Nazi theatre was supposed to focus on the

“struggle,” or at the very least uplift Aryans “from their daily routine andid in the

% «‘peer Gynt’ Theater des Volkes,” n.p.
% Quoted in Shafer, 114.
190 Not everyone was so pleased with this translgiimauction. Ibsen’s daughter-in-law

requested that further performances of Eckart’sigarnot be allowed, but her request was ignored.
London, “Non-German Drama in the Third Reich,” 234.
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mastering of life in the National Socialist sen¥&the repertoire at the Theater des
Volkes shifted to operetta, a form which brings to mind a more escapist, rather than
edifying, evening at the theatre. The Theater des Volkes, which throughout
Briigmann’s tenure as director had offered “revue” style productions oicslasad
finally dropped the classics altogether as the mission of the theatre mowed mor
towards the entertainment, rather than the education, of the masses (although one
critic pointed out that operetta would lead the uninitiated to an appreciation for
opera). Although Nazi theorists and propagandists had deplored theatre’s previous
position as “a distraction for the wealthy,” distraction for the worker becam
completely acceptable once the regime had been firmly established anddbere
longer a need to mobilize the masses in support of the government. Even Hitler
acknowledged the need for an escapist, rather than an all-encompassinggabliticiz
theatre'”

So, as the early gathering phase of National Socialism gave way to the
consolidating phase, blonde, blue-eyed Aryans in traditional dress with long braided
hair, who fell in love and found happiness with blonde, blue-eyed men, danced and
sang on the stage of the Theater des Volkes. The heroic visions of an ideal Germany
meant to convert Germans into National Socialists were replaced byeetat,
traditional operettas that attempted to pacify the audience by stdgiag it was “in
the good old days” of Germany and would be again.

The change in repertoire was reflected in a change in theatre archi@stur

191 Dbrewniak, inNational Socialist Cultural Poligy71.

192 see Chapter 1 for more about Hitler's views anehcapist nature of the theatre.
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well. As Shafer notes:

What had been useful in creating the magical, mythical quality of theadassi

was not particularly appropriate to the operettas. Furthermore, it way finall

decided that the Stalactite columns and dome were ‘degenerate art’ and should
be destroyed. So, in 1938, Poelzig’'s monumental decoration was torn out in

58 days'®
The change to the theatrical space was a physical embodiment of the sader, m
banal aesthetic embraced by Rudolf Zindler, the director of the new company.

One of the first operettas staged in the stalactite-free Theat¥otles was
Himmelblaue TrAumewith book by Georg Burkhard and music by Robert Stolz in
1938. The operetta takes place in an idyllic Swiss alpine hotel, with four couples
taking all kinds of “charming detours into happine'$5.The piece was well known,
and the production at the Theater des Volkes was “hyped up to a splendid show.”
There were dances between scene changes with many dancing girls. Japp Mull
Marein noted that it was actually more of a revue than an operetta. He werdadin t
the production a successful “vacation trip” on the stage, filled with elated life

But the music was the star of the production. It parodied music from “sound
films” and operas. The hotel is populated by “pretty,” “cute,” and “bubbling”
performers, including Martl Roch parodying a film star, Gerti von EImpf aed lls
Riske as sweet girls from “foreign parts” who fall in love with two youagshand

Mara Jakisch, Erwin Hartung, Gretl Theimer and Christian Gollong as the main

characters. According to Miller-Marein, the production was well recewiéa,

103 ghafer, 115.

194 Jupp Miiller-Marein, “Bilderbuch vom kleinen GliickHimmelblaue Traume’ im Theater
des Volkes,Berlin LokalanzeigerSeptember 11, 1938, n.p; clipping file, Instfiiut
Theaterwissenschaft Kritikenabteilung, Freie Ursitét, Berlin.

85



“untiring” applause?®

Light, frothy and funnyHimmelblaue Traumeffered the audience the
chance to escape and “vacation” to the Swiss Alps, to see lovely Germans (or
acceptable foreigners) fall in love. The fact that it was more “revudylm than
operetta didn’t seem to take away from the overall enjoyment of the production.
After all, this wasn’t Shakespeare being polluted by a revue staging—fthveasly
entertainment.” It did not resemble the type of theatre promised in fiergigzsee
during the first years of the regime. But now the goal of the Theateralkess\vas
to keep the audience happy.

World War 1l began in September 1939, with Germany'’s invasion of Poland.
The war brought new restrictions about what could be staged—plays from enemy
countries were banned, as were eventually all mentions of the military. Such
restrictions didn’t affect the repertoire of operettas at the Theaterallessynor did
the war affect the amount of time, energy and money devoted to the programs of
Strength through Joy, and therefore by extension to the Theater des Volked, In fa
Strength through Joy programs continued to expand during the war, even as state and
local governments were forced to cut back on financial subsidies for cultural
activities!® With the beginning of the war, the mission of Strength througladdy
the Theater des Volkes became even more importanD&tesches Bihnen-
Jahrbuchof 1943 pointed out that after a hard day’s work, ordinary Germans needed

to relax and enjoy the light, colorful, escapist operettas which would bring them

195 pid.

198 steinweisArt, Ideology, and Economics in Nazi Germany.
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happiness; in fact, bringing happiness to the workers was a task of military
importance'?’

A little over one year after the start of the war, the Theater des Vadgeds
Uber alles siegt die Liebgove Triumphs over All)The book, based on Gutzkow's
comedyZopf und SchwelPlait and Swor{, was written by Bruno Hardt-Warden,
with music by Edmund Nick. Nick was the composer of the music that replaced
Mendelsohn’s in the production AfMidsummer Night's Dreapand was accused of
having a “trivial salon style” by Dr. Fritz Stege, at the Theater ddkeg in 1934.

His music, perhaps more suited to an operetta than Shakespeare, was rzatdcatici
all in this production. Critic Fred Hamel called the score “the revolutionizing
experience of the evening? Nick included waltzes, polkas, marches, foxtrots, and
gavottes, all with a skillful hand. This team, along with director Rudolf Zindias
behind the majority of the operettas staged at the Theater des Volkes uladute c
in 1944,

The plot was loosely based on German history, telling the story of
Wilhelmine, daughter of King Friedrich William |, as she avoids being etoff by
her father and finally finds love with her beloved, the hereditary prince otBty
Reviews acknowledge that the book might be a bit free with historical eventsabut t
freedom, as well as the focus on just this one event, is permissible and effetitize i

operetta, with the characters loving and singing after their heart's ¢&sknother

107 gchafer, 115.

198 Fred Hamel, “Rehabilitierung der Operette. Edchidick: ‘Uber alles siegt die Liebe'—
Theater des Volkes,” October 2, 1940, n.p.; cligdifte, Institut fir Theaterwissenschaft
Kritikenabteilung, Freie Universitat, Berlin.
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critic writes that even if it is not historically faithful, the framewaof history
remains genuing&?

The set, designed by Ludwig Hornstiener, was delicate and soft, usinlg paste
colors. A lively drinking and smoking scene in the court of the king, the
Tabakskollegiunftobacco committee meeting) was singled out by every review as a
huge success. The performers were widely praised, as well. Ingebomteiodiel
not portray Princess Wilhelmine as the cool and bitter princess of histehg was
glowing, attractive, lovely to look at, with a beautifully clear singing v&fcé&ugen
Rex as a chamber servant to the king provided comic relief, commenting on the
action and “agitating the laughter muscles of the pubBlicFriedrich Otto Fischer's
“soldier king” was an excellent character study, portraying him not as a laaréum
as a gruff human beint.

In his review “Rehabilitierung der Operette. Edmund Nick: ‘Uber alleg sie
die Liebe—Theater des Volkes,” Fred Hamel described this production asath“bre
of fresh air” rather than the “overly perfumed air one is used to breathing in at

operettas, ... re-establishing the good reputation of the operetta with cletny,arti

Volkes,” Vélkischer BeobachtdBerlin), October 2, 1940; clipping file, Institfiir
Theaterwissenschaft Kritikenabteilung, Freie Ursitét, Berlin.

10 H E. Weinschenk, “Neue Operette im Theater ddkago ‘Uber alles siegt die Liebe:
Die Zeit des Soldatenkdnigs wird auf der Buhneeligg” n.d., n.p.; clipping file, Institut fur
Theaterwissenschaft Kritikenabteilung, Freie Unsitét, Berlin.

11 Beda Prilipp, “Rokokolyrik und Grenadiermarsdiiber alles siegt die Liebe’ im Theater
des Volkes,” October 2, 1940, n.p.; clipping filestitut fir Theaterwissenschaft Kritikenabteilung,
Freie Universitat, Berlin.

12 \weinschenk.

13 bid.
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taste and style.” Not merely a “multicolored flitter escape,” Hameadttat this
production avoided the danger of a cheap operetta-revue with restrained
choreography and wonderful music. Hamel concluded by announcing that director
Rudolf Zindler was taking the Theater des Volkes down a new path filled with much
promiset’

Uber alles siegt die Liebserves as a model for the idealkischoperetta. It
avoided the pitfalls of “flitter-revue,” a charge formerly leveled at efpas of the
Weimar Republic, and by focusing on eighteenth century Prussian history ftarkene
back to another glorious time in the city of Berlin. There was also a gréatfdea
focus placed on the character of Friedrich Wilhelm I, the “soldier kingyi gwaugh
the operetta was ostensibly a love story about his daughter. Several reviess disc
the “golden age of the soldier king,” acknowledging, in true National Socialist
ideological fashion, that any historical age is merely a reflection lefater. Yes,
this production featured pretty blonde German girls, but it went a step beyond that,
placing the love story within a grand historical context, and giving it politiead .

Fast on the heels of this great success dcameentzickende Frau (A
Charming Woman)a far more standard operetta. Based on Richard Heuberger’'s
operettdhre Exzellenzthis incarnation continued Rudolf Zindler's success. The
music was revised by Zindler and Bruno Hardt-Warden, resulting in a highly
demanding score that borrows heavily from Johann Strauss in the second act. The
Strauss family could have provided a potential problem to the Nazis due to partial

Jewish ancestry, but since Hitler adored the music, mention of the familigk rac

15 Hamel.
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background was forbidden and their music continued to be perfdttn€ébe plot is a
complicated one, centering around an ex-Viennese theatre star, Ninich, cormmomis
love letters from a former lover who is now in line for the throne, and a parade of
lovers. Most reviews acknowledge that the plot is complex, but they point to
Zindler’s skilled direction and the success of the production which far exceeded the
success of the origindf.

Amidst other operettas staged in 1941, sucbaason in Salzburgnd
Ballnacht in Florenzthe Theater des Volkes held a special tribute to Paul Lincke.
Lincke was an operetta composer, known as the father of Berlin operettas, who had
been successful in the Wilhelmine era, but his popularity waned during the time
Weimar Republic, when operettas borrowed more heavily from jazz and American
musical forms. His work enjoyed something of a renaissance during the Thilg Re
partially because he was one of a few non-Jewish operetta composers, anddis musi
was described in the press as “healthy,” and “un-Ameritén.”

On November 6, 1941, a special performance of his most famous operetta,
Frau Lung was staged at the Theater des Volkes in honor of Lincke’s seventy-fifth
birthday. Frau Lunawas Lincke’s most famous work, which told the utopian story of
Berlin mechanic Fritz Steppke and his balloon ride to the moon. This production was
especially notable, as the audience was filled with the war-wounded, munitions

workers, and members of the Nazi elite, such as Dr. Ley and the mayor of Berlin, Dr

116 peter JelavictBerlin Cabaret(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1993} 2

17 Franz Koeppen, “ Heubergers ‘Entziickende FranéBieubearbeitung im Theater des
Volkes,” October 8, 1940, n.p.; clipping file, Iitat fur Theaterwissenschaft Kritikenabteilung, iEre
Universitat, Berlin.

18 jelavich, 244.
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Steeg. The special tribute featured set designs from Benno von Arent, wéeddire
by Zindler, and was received with “storms of applause” that only grew strémgn
scene to scerné. The performance concluded with a moving tribute as Lincke
received flowers from wounded soldiers.

This tribute stands out among the later operettas at the Theater des Volkes.
Like Uber alles siegt die Lieh¢he event drew on great moments from Berlin’s past,
perhaps in an effort to turn people’s thoughts away from worries over the city’s
present and future. But the political nature of the performance was not aerely
illusion, as in the case diiber alles siegt die LiebeThe makeup of the audience—
the wounded soldiers, the munitions workers, Robert Ley—lent the performance a
heightened sense of the contemporary, regardless of Lincke’s Wilhelmirdtaper
There could be no lasting escapism with this performance, but rather a conscious
move to glorify the sacrifice being made by ordinary Germans for theo$dlke
Volk. The public “performance” of that sacrifice to the people’s community syrongl
marks the event as an ideal Nazi drama, almost regardless of the pertoohtoe
operetta on stage.

As Berlin was bombed towards the end of the war, the Theater des Volkes
suffered structural damage. The programs began to include information on what to
do during an air-raid siren. Finally, on September 1, 1944, the Theater des Volkes

was closed, along with all other theatres, as part of the “total war.'8ffort

119 «Berlin feiert Paul Lincke (Frau Luna),” Novembgr1941, n.p.; clipping file, Institut fiir
Theaterwissenschaft Kritikenabteilung, Freie Unsitét, Berlin.

120 The theatre was restored after the war and vimsamated as the Friedrichstadt Palast
until it was torn down in 1984.
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The repertoire shift at the Theater des Volkes closely mirrors the ever
changing landscape of what was permissible in Nazi theatre. At firss, play
showcasing a heroic struggle, suctas Rauberor Deutsche Passion 193®ere
more acceptable. The struggle for Nazi Germany was recent, and thelitdéazere
well aware that despite the seizure of pqwhegre was still work to be done in terms
of “winning over” the German people.

But as the regime became entrenched, there wasn’t the need for an overt daily
struggle—in fact, the Nazis wanted to give the impression at home and abroad that
normalcy had been achieved in the Third Reich. This period also coincided with
more widespread “disappearances” of Jews and other political opponents of the
Reich. The regime certainly did not want people to think about their friends and
neighbors disappearing. A semblance of status quo was to be maintained at.all costs
In this new climate, plays likBeutsche Passion 19%&came liabilities rather than
assets. At a theater whose main audience was to be the working class, operetta
became the means of diverting people’s attention away from promises not kept,
focusing that attention instead on light and familiar imagery of an idyéier@ny.

Once the war began, the focus became all about escape, even more so as the
war dragged on and started to go badly for Germany. The operettas would allow the
audience to escape the reality of their lives and forget, if only just fev hdars,
about the war that was draining the country of men and resources, as well as the
disappearance of thousands of Jews, gays, Jehovah’s Witnesses, and political
dissenters.

But by and large, despite the shifting terrain of what was acceptable, there w
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no overt challenge to the Nazi ideal at the Theater des Volkes. There were som
productions that pushed at the boundaries of what was acceptable stylistically—like
the symbolic sets dVallensteir—or that lost theivdlkischcache—IlikeDeutsche
Passion 1933-but by and large, the theatre did try to educate the worker about
classical German drama and, even within operetta, stage an idealized version of
Germany and the German people. If there were several shifts in how this new
workers’ theatre was to fulfill its mission as outlined by Strength thrdog, they

only reflected the shifts taking place within the higher levels of the Mirfistry

Popular Enlightenment and Propaganda.
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Chapter Three: Deutsches Theater

If the problems in staging théolk at the Theater des Volkes could be
attributed to shifts within Nazi theatrical policy itself, the reasons behad t
inconsistent representation of a new national culture at the Deutsches Wezater
far more complex. Yes, shifting cultural policy affected the Deutschestdihas
well, but there were other additional factors that had a direct impact on thel@suts
Theater’s success in fulfilling the Nazi goals of staging plays apptedor the new
German Reich. Changes in management, the eventual presence of a strong
“apolitical” Intendant, Heinz Hilpert, and the direct intervention by Joseph Glsebbe
in a growing rivalry between the Ministry for Popular Enlightenment and
Propaganda-controlled Deutsches Theater and the Berliner Staatsthhateagea
Prussian State Theatre was controlled by Hermann Goéring) would all comprbenise t
expression of Nazi ideology on the stage of the Deutsches Theater.

The Deutsches Theater was opened in 1883 by Adolf L’Arronge. It was a
private theatre whose repertoire consisted of national classicg] gtage realistic
vein of the Meiningen Playetsin 1894, Otto Brahm, the president of the recently
disbanded Freie Blhne, took a ten year lease on the theatre. As Intendant of the
Deutsches Theater, Brahm’s repertoire focused mainly on the work of conéeynpor
authors, especially that of Gerhart Hauptmann, although classics wgrertitmed

at the theatre (Brahm'’s first production was Schill&&bale und Liebe It was

1A company run by Duke Georg Il of Saxe-Meinindesm 1866-1890, famous for his
attention to historical accuracy and a realistiseznble cast.



during this period that the intersection of theatre and the state firsedftbet
Deutsches Theater. After the first public staging of HauptmarireésWeaversa
naturalistic play about the hardships facing Silesian weavers, Willigavé up his
box at the Deutsches Theater and had its royal coat of arms refnoved.

In 1905, L’Arronge accepted Max Reinhardt’s application as the next lessee
of the Deutsches Theater. Within months, Reinhardt and his brother Edmund had
raised enough money to buy the theatre from L’Arronge, and Reinhardt woulechremai
in charge of the Deutsches Theater for the next twenty-eight years.

Reinhardt reduced his theatre investments in Berlin in the early 1930s, and in
1932 he turned the management of the Deutsches Theater over to Karl Heinz Martin
and Rudolf Beet. Martin was the previous director of the Berlin Volksbiihne and
Beer had been the head of the Deutsches Volkstheater in Vienna. In Reinhardt’s
announcement of the change in management, he urged the two new directors to
maintain the tradition of the Deutsches Theater, taking special care to rdtetha
theatre had “maintained itself without subvention of any kind and therefore free from
all political and partisan connectiofi. The inclusion of this statement was surely not
an afterthought on Reinhardt’s part. Reinhardt was a continual target of the Nazi
press, and the political upheaval of the last years of the Weimar Repubbnevas
the reasons Reinhardt had decided to turn over the management of the theatre in the

first place. Reinhardt clearly wanted the Deutsches Theater to relooaa the

2 John Willett,The Theatre of the Weimar Repulfiiew York: Holmes & Meier, 1988), 17.

¥ Wayne Kvam, “The Nazification of Max Reinhardbgutsches Theater Berlin,” Fheater
Journal vol 40, no 3 (October 1988), 357.

* Max Reinhardt, quoted in Kvam, 357.
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political fray. But Reinhardt’s wishes themselves pose an interestingoouit
would face the Deutsches Theater throughout the years of the Third Reiclt: was
possible to remain free from politics in an overtly politicized society?

Martin and Beer quickly learned the difficulty of remaining free from palitic
on December 23, 1932, with the production of Julius Hay’s historical daotia
Kaiser und Bauer Hay, a Hungarian with a Marxist background, wrote a play that
critically depicted the medieval German past. This was the same periddzise
found so central to their mythology of a new Germany, and to see it criticized was
infuriating. The play became the cause of demonstrations, and the play was banned
by the Berlin police after the fourth performaric&his resulted in the resignation of
Rudolf Beer and the temporary closing of the Deutsches Theater.

On January 27, 1933, Reinhardt issued a new contract and named Dr. Carl
Ludwig Achaz and Heinrich Neft as joint directors of the Deutsches Theater. D
Achaz’s father, a business magnate and Privy Councilor, provided the necessary
funding for the theatre. Neft was a manager of the Volksbihne, who, according to a
report in the January issue@ér Autor, “does not lean toward unfruitful
experimentation and in whose hands the business side of the theatre should be
secure.’ In the same report, the author mentions that Dr. Achaz agreed to take over
the theatre after being assured that Max Reinhardt would advise himcalhyistnd
agree to direct productions as well.

This collaboration between the new management and Reinhardt was not to be,

®> For more information about the production anddiseuptions that plagued it, see Julius
Hay, Geboren 1900: ErinnerunggReinbek bei Hamburg: Christian Wegner, 1971).

® Richard Wilde, “Die grossen Berliner TheaterknigeDer Autor8 (January 1933): 1.
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however. On January 30, three days after Reinhardt issued the new contract
regarding the management of the Deutsches Theater, Hitler was narded Rei
Chancellor of Germany. Reinhardt’s last production at the Deutsches Thaater w
Hoffmannsthal’®as grosse WelttheateiReinhardt stayed for the premiere on
March 1, then left Germany for the last time. The new regime wasted notime i
insinuating itself into the management of the Deutsches Theater. Wulf Bley, a
coworker of Hans Hinkel at the militant Combat League for German Culture, was
named special advisor to the Achaz-Neft directorship.

Achaz and Neft persuaded Karl Heinz Martin to remain at the Deutsches
Theater, and his production Biviges Vollon April 4, 1933 signaled a new political
direction for the Deutsches Theat&wiges Volkwvas written by Nazi party member
Kurt Kluge. Set in Carinthia, Austria, in 1918, the play portrays a group of rebellious
Austrian army officers who attempt to rally the peasants against thesapprg
Serbian army. The play itself is an archetypal example of early Naziniag. It
is set in 1918, at the end of World War I. It was in this traumatic period following
Germany'’s defeat that the new national character, according to Ndmlogy, was
forged. The play focuses on the collaboration between two very important
stereotypical characters within Nazi mythology, army officers ansgms. By
including these two groups of people, Kluge was able to represent strongymilita
leadership and a mystical connection to the land, both of which were integral to the
Nazi concept of th¥olk. And it is through their collaboration that the Austrians try
to protect their homeland, a clear allusion to the cooperation between Hitler, the

ultimate leader of the German people, and the German people themselves, which
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according to the Nazis resulted in the new German Reich.

The reviews of the production were mixed. Not surprisinglyViblikischer
Beobachteftavishly praised the production:

The premiere performance &wiges Volkin the Deutsches Theater is a

revolutionary step in the theatre history of Berlin. For the firse since one

can remember, this stage made the conscious attempt to perfouttural

service in accord with the interests of a national Germany. GeAman
ensemble performing in the Deutsches Theater the play of aaBer
dramatist.
For the Nazi paper, this production marked an unquestionable shift in the repertoire of
a theatre described as a liberal stronghold, run by a Jew. It was a clear
appropriation—or in the view of the Nazis, a clear redemption—of a bastion of
German culture, now being used to serve the Reich by stedgjikigchideology on
its hallowed stage.

But other papers were a bit more even in their reviews. Herbert Ihering
pointed out that the ethical conflicts were not fully mastered, but that the play
“touched upon experiences that were relevant to every Gefimafayne Kvam, in
his article on the Nazification of the Deutsches Theater, remarks thateviesvs
mention Kluge’s “bombastic rhetoric” and the one-dimensionality of the dieasac
especially the peasaritsThis one-dimensionality and over-the-top rhetorical style
was a common feature of Nazi playwriting, as | have discussed in the previous

chapter. lItis ironic, however, that the peasants who were to represent thaupowerf

mythical connection between the German people and the German land were the

" Quoted in Carl Ludwig Achaz [Duisberg], “Lebensf@ddenda,” quoted in Kvam, 360.
8 Herbert Ihering, quoted in Kvam, 360.

% Kvam, 361.
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characters to suffer the most from this stylistic failing.

The most notable thing about the production was Martin’s omission of the
final act of the play. With this omission, the play ended with a battle charge. This
production choice closely followed Nazi ideology and aesthetic. The milittuyena
of the action becomes the clear focal point of the play, and the final image of the
production was the play’s hero, Sgt. Lewt, leading the peasants toward the enemy
with the battle cry “Carinthia the way it wa$!”Using modern methods—a modern
military—these fighters hope to restore Carinthia to its past glory, ensgritthat
mirrors the Nazi vision for Germany. According to Kvam this production choice did
nothing to counter the bombastic nature of the play itself. However, it did stage a
major piece o¥6lkischrhetoric in a clear manner.

The production was cancelled after five performances. The explanation
offered by theRheinisch-Westfélische Zeitubtamed the Jews:

The regular audience of the Deutsches Theater, which was fanaticallgdievot

to the productions of Max Reinhardt, has now turned its back on the theatre; it

was primarily a Jewish public...They behave as if Achaz has driven away the
great Reinhardt.
Achaz himself echoed this justification two years later, writing thatlewish public
stayed away, but a new theatre public had yet to enfeighile the production may

have given “expression to the inner transformation of the German pébidieaim

and others fail to cite one compelling reason for the production’s hasty exitt It jus

10 Kurt Kluge,Das Ewige VolKBerlin: Propylaen, 1933), 4.2: 99-100.
1 Collected in Achaz , “Lebenslauf-Addenda,” quoiedkvam, 361.
12 Achaz, “Lebenslauf,” 11, quoted in Kvam, 361.
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was not a very good play, despite how clearly it expressed the accepted Nazi
ideology. Achaz and other Nazi critics were correct in noting that the publedsta
away; however that may have been because they were accustomed to high quality
theatrical productions, not because of their loyalty to Reinhardt.

In May 1933, Heinrich Neft resigned his position as co-director of the
Deutsches Theater. The official reason given was his insistence teatasbigka
flags at the Deutsches Theater be lowered at dusk, according to an eltieage
despite Wulf Bley’s insistence that they remain raised. Neft agreedéotihai flags
after Bley called the SA, and hastily agreed to Bley's offer to resign.n\Mbé&
resigned, Karl Heinz Martin left the theatre as well. But according tonKtlzeir
departure probably had more to do with their Jewish wives and liberal political
reputations (due to their association with the Volksbin&egardless of the
official reason, the resignations centralized artistic power in the handshaz Awho
was clearly willing to toe the party line, despite his initial desire tave@®unsel
from Max Reinhardt. This was the third shift in management within a little over a
year, the second within the four months of the Nazi regime. In Achaz, the Nazis
believed that they had an Intendant in place who would stage plays in keeping with
Nazi ideology and developing artistic policies.

The first play Achaz directed at the Deutsches Theater was Schiigelm
Tell.** This play, one of Hitler's favorites, is easily manipulated to fit withiniNaz

ideology. The leaders of three Swiss cantons join together to defeat anlexterna

14 Kvam, fn, 363.

5 For an analysis of Schillerimportance within Nazi ideology, see Chapter Two.
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oppressor (Gessler and the Austrians). Tell, a peasant, kills Gessleryaarnhest
about to run down a poor mother begging for mercy for her imprisoned son, and in
doing so Tell leads to the liberation of the Swiss people. In Nazi ideologyett is y
another example of a Germanic people—both peasants and nobility—coming
together to defeat a tyrannical rule of government, an action that foreslthdoere
own struggle to defeat the Weimar Republic, the Communists, and the Jews. Tell, the
national hero of Switzerland, becomes a national hero of the German people, and it is
no wonder that the play was the most performed Schiller play during thevbrst t
seasons under the Nazi regithe.

Achaz’s production appeared to take some rather large liberties with the text.
The major changes streamlined the play’s action, simplified the charation and
the conflict, and made Tell a more heroic character. The amplification &f Tell
heroism and leadership fall into line with the Nazi ided&ahrerprinzip(leadership
principle). The belief in strong leadership and submission to that leader watsah ce
one within Nazi ideology. By strengthening Tell's heroic qualities and his sade a
leader, he could unquestionably fill the role of leader, a role which was so important
to the Nazis.

The most drastic changes to the script occurred in the final act of the play.
The character of Duke Johann of Swabia was completely eliminated, and the
liberation of the Swiss people is portrayed through songs, bells, flags, arid marc

music celebrating their hero, Téll.The celebrations are unmistakably reminiscent of

18 Until Hitler personally banned the play from pustion and the classroom in 1941. See
Chapter Two for more information.

17 Kvam, 364.
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Nazi party rallies, a choice too overt to be accidental.
For a few critics, such as the critic from ttz-Uhr-Blatt the changes to the
fifth act were unwelcomed: “Schiller did not intend it to be all that simpl&ut
others were more sympathetic. Paul Kersten wrote:
The fiery passion of the poetry merges with the enthusiastic temperahaent
director who understands...the spirit of our times and shows us in the theatre
the mirror of the preseri.
Clearly the parallels between the historical liberation of the Swiss amigbent day
“liberation” of Germany was not lost on Kersten, nor, one can assume, on the rest of
the audience as well.
Attilla Horbiger, who had played the heroic Sgt. LewEimiges Volk
portrayed Tell in the production. He portrayed Tell as a courageous, if one-
dimensional, folk hero. Equally one-dimensional was Heinrich George’s portrayal of
Gessler. But despite the lack of subtlety in the production, the audience response was
very positive. The audience responded “as if possessékht unlike the ill-fated
production ofEwiges VolkWilhelm Tellplayed to packed houses for five weeks. But
there was some political maneuvering behind the initial success of the production.
According to Achaz, Goebbels “called upon the political organization to attend the
theatre.” Goebbels made sure that a large portion of the audience was sympathetic

to the Nazi regime, and he further validated the importance of the performance b

8 C.R., ‘Wilhelm Tell Im Deutschen Theater}2-Uhr-Blatt, 6 May 1933, n.p., clipping file,
Institut fir Theaterwissenschaft Kritikenabteilufgeie Universitat, Berlin.

19 Collected in Achaz, “Lebenslauf-Addenda,” 7-1Qpted in Kvam, 365.
% C.R., ‘Wilhelm Tell Im Deutschen Theater.”

2 Achaz, “Lebenslauf-Addenda,” 11-12, quoted in Ky&864.
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attending the premiere with Hans Hinkel.

Goebbels was so impressed with the production that he arranged for an
engagement of the production at the massive Westphalia Hall in Dortmund for nine
days in June. During this engagement, on June 16, 1933, Max Reinhardt sent a letter
from England officially transferring ownership of the Deutsches Theateet
German state. In the letter, Reinhardt wrote that he had no choice but to “offer to
Germany the possession of my life’s work.Although Reinhardt had not been
involved with the theatre in over three months, the letter made his departuréadrom t
Deutsches Theater official. The theatre remained closed for the s@smer
Reinhardt’s creditors tried to decide what to do with the building. Eventually, a
nonprofit corporation was formed to assure the future of the Deutsches Theater.
Achaz was chosen as the corporation’s director, and he remained as the head of the
theatre as well.

The theatre finally reopened in January 1934. During the hiatus, there was a
definite political shift in Nazi theatrical policy as Goebbels moved to der@tais
control over artistic life in Germany. During those seven months, Goebbelsdcrea
the office of Dramaturg of the Reich and appointed Rainer Schldsser to the position,
and created the Chamber of Culture, making membership in the theatre branch, the
Theatre Chamber, compulsory for all working theatre arfist$ie Deutsches
Theater, like every other theatre in Germany, was now under the direct conlv®l of

Theatre Chamber and Goebbels’s Ministry for Popular Enlightenment and

%2 Max ReinhardtMax Reinhardt Schriftered. Hugo Fetting (Berlin: Henschel Verlag,
1974), 223.

% See Chapter One for a more extensive discuss$itirese political organizations.
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Propaganda. What did this mean for Achaz and the Deutsches Theater? As Achaz
did not seem particularly interested in challenging Party notions of thé&eewan
theatre, there seems to be no evidence that this development changed anything in
regards to Achaz and the way he ran the Deutsches Theater. If anything, this
centralization was an attempt to eliminate the contradictory voices toyegtablish
what Nazi culture would look like, and was an advantage for Achaz (or any other
politically committed director) trying to negotiate the shifting tidesdlati cultural
policy—as long as one agreed with Goebbels.

In fact, Goebbels came to Achaz’s aid when Nazi conservatives exticiz
Achaz’s first production of the newly reopened Deutsches Theater, Hans Kyesr’'s
radio playRembrandt vor GerichtAchaz attempted to deviate from the style of
Ewiges VollandWilhelm Tellwith the production, offering an interpretation that took
few liberties with the script, and included historical costumes and reprints of
Rembrandt’s paintings to create the appropriate atmosgthé&tee radio play had
many problems, including a visitation from Jesus Christ at the end of the play to
forgive the dead Rembrandt for his sins that reviewers found unsuccessful. But
although Kyser was a member of the Nazi Party, more militant Naziscwere
unhappy that the play did not speak more directly to the issues currently facing
Germany.

Goebbels’s response to these criticisms was swift, asserting that aighayw
who represents the poor and oppressed earns “the respect of the NationatSociali

state,” even if the work is not completely successful as a theatrical production.

24 Kvam, 369.
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Goebbels continues “Just as | reject all moral prudishness in the arearts the a
decisively, so do | repudiate every pedantic objection to the German dramatist’'s
choice of subject matter decisiveRj."Goebbels cleary did not have a problem telling
dramatists what they could and could not stage—atfter all, the Ministry for Popular
Enlightenment and Propaganda developed very clear guidelines declaringaykat
were acceptable. He did, however, have a problem with anyone challenging his
decisions over what was acceptable, and was quick to reassert his ideciogiczl
over Nazi cultural policy, much to Achaz’s benefit in this case.

Achaz retreated to more familiar ground in his next production, Friedrich
Hebbel'sDie Nibelungena nineteenth-century German classic that could be
interpreted to have contemporary relevance. Achaz described his reasons for
choosing this play:

| considered it my duty to bring to the stage of the Deutsches Theater this

heroic epic of German primeval times, this most vital cultural treasuhe of t

entire German people, whose subject it is to remind the German male of his

unconditional loyalty to his self-chosen leadfer.
Achaz again chose to severely alter the text, eliminating the third pag plaj
dramatizing the triumph of Christianity. And, as in earlier productions, Achaz gave
the play a strong, identifiable German hero: Hagen, Sigfried’s killer. Zdhase to
make Hagen the play’s hero because of his loyalty t&dineer. The reaction to the

production was also familiar; critical, with only the Nazi papers giving #pproval.

As in earlier misfires, Nazi sympathizers blamed the lack of enthusiasponse on

% Joseph Goebbels, “Freiheit des dichterischenffatsa Ein Brief des Reichministers Dr.
Joseph Goebbels,” reprintedier Autor9 (January 1934), 2.

% Achaz, “Lebenslauf,” 17, quoted in Kvam, 370.
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the bourgeois theatre-going public that had been so sympathetic to Reinhardt and the
theatre of the decadent Weimar Republic. Kvam argue®tbadtibelungerwas too
sophisticated for the Goebbels-recruited audience, while the regular IDesutsc
Theater audience was simply not interested in Achaz’s attempt to combgieatlas
drama with propaganda.l would suggest that another reason for the play’s failure
lies in the overall quality of the production. Achaz drastically altered themex
tried to insert Nazi ideology into the classic text, but the end product was clumsy
rather than seamless, bombastic, and over-the-top. In trying to stékyesah
national drama at any cost, the production simply failed to move all but the most die-
hard of Nazi supporters. Achaz attempted to comply with Nazi theatrical policy, but
the audience found the production lacking in artistic merit.

In the end, the artistic inconsistency at the Deutsches Theater combined wit
the political fallout from the fight for control over Nazi theatrical polioged
Achaz’s tenure. The last production under his leadershifbtilées Gastea comedy
that featured a ghost story and a love story, written by the Austrian playwrig
Richard Billinger. A light comedy, it was a reasonable choice to follow the epic
Nibelungen The play had already had a successful run in Leipzig in December
1933 But from the beginning, there were signs of trouble with the Deutsches
Theater production.

In the play, the Austrian common people were not heroic archetypes of the

GermanVolk rather, they were normal people with normal foibles such as greed and

27 Kvam, 371.

2 |pid., 372.
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lust. Achaz had named his assistant Karlheinz Stroux as the director of the
production, and according to Achaz, the young assistant allowed these impesfecti

to be dramatized, resulting in harsh condemnation from Nazi censors. Achazlclaime
that he had tried to fix the production before the dress rehearsal by elngitiag

most obvious dangers,” but that the actors had reverted back to the earlier
interpretation and “altered the play as a whole.” After the premietegZAwas

forced to bring the performance “back under appropriate artistic controltien tw

satisfy Rainer Schlossér.

But the damage had already been done. The loyal Nazi press attacked the
production, calling the play perverted and primitive. Johannes Schwarz von Berk
accused Billinger of ignoring the realities of the new Third Reich:

Soldiers and workers have provided the entire nation with a new model of

conduct. The young are fresh and happy, as if twenty years of hunger and

doubt did not lie behind us. And after such a year of healing, one sets before
the public a comedy whose entire content can be summed up in the following

words: a wanton vacationer, ... a man-crazed butcher’s widow, and a

deformed girl exhaust themselves in competing for a muscular butcher’s

apprentice?
In the eyes of von Berk, the productionSiille Gastewas a large step backwards to
the empty, dangerous perversity of the Weimar republic. Even though other critics
lauded Billinger's work and mentioned the enthusiastic audience response, the
production only ran for 24 days. The run was certainly longer than the five

performances of Kluge’Bwiges Volkbut noticeably shorter than the successful run

of Wilhelm Tell Since the supportive reviews of the production do mention

2 Achaz, “Lebenslauf,” 18-19, in Kvam, 372.

30 Johannes Schwarz von Berk, “Die stillen Gaste—g@stern werden noch einmal vorlaut:
Ist das unser deutsches Theaté@t Angriff,6 April 1934, in Kvam, 372.
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enthusiastic audience response and with Bruno Werner Didiiesche Allegmeine
Zeitungcalling it the “best production we have seen in a Berlin theatre for a long

while,”3!

one can only conclude that the negative response from the Nazi regime was
to blame for the length of the run.

Stille Gastewas the final production of the Achaz-run Deutsches Theater.
The increased regulation and centralization of the Nazi's theatrical setidiie
wheels in motion that led to Achaz’s dismissal. The Theatre Law, issued in May
1934, made all administrative appointments subject to the approval of the Ministry
for Popular Enlightenment and Propaganda, giving Joseph Goebbels and Rainer
Schlgsser control over who would run the Deutsches Theater. The Ministry then
went on to arrange for a long-term lease of the theatre from Reinhagattitocs.
The Deutsches Theater became a theatre of the Reich, fully subsidized by the
Ministry. Achaz’s role as director of the nonprofit corporation running the Deegsc
Theater was nullified, and he was no longer financially necessary toethieet.

Achaz had angered the ideologues of the party witltile Gasteput his
artistic track record also had a direct hand in his dismissal. Of the fivegtéamed
under his leadership, onWilhelm Tellwas a clear success, and that may have been
due to Goebbels’s audience recruitment. While no play, with the exceptavigegs
Volk, was a clear disaster, there were also no leaps towards greatness. tNiogv tha
theatre was a theatre of the Reich, Goebbels wanted it to be a showplace fan Germ

culture, and he needed a director who could raise the Deutsches Theater to new

heights. This was especially true in light of the appointment of Gustaf Grinagens

31 Bruno Werner, “BillingerStille Gaste, Deutsche Allgemeine Zeitung April 1934, n.p.,
clipping file, Institut fir Theaterwissenschaft #kenabteilung, Freie Universitat, Berlin.
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the Intendant of the Berliner Staatsthe&tdf.the Deutsches Theater was going to be
the best theater in Berlin, Goebbels needed to find someone equally accomplished to
serve as Intendant. For that role, Goebbels appointed Heinz Hilpert, a former
assistant to Reinhardt at the Deutsches Theater and the Intendant of thogiMaodks

from 1932 to 1934.

What is noteworthy about Goebbels’s decision is that it clearly valuedcartist
merit over compliance with Nazi policy and ideology. It is not surprising that
Goebbels wanted the Deutsches Theater to be a showplace of German culture,
especially given Goebbels’s self-promotion as a true patron of fine artsandahiy
with Goéring. But what is surprising is that he was willing to put Nazi thetric
policy at risk to do so. Goebbels was in charge of promoting Nazi propaganda, but
was not willing to stage that propaganda at the expense of theatrical quatityth&Vv
removal of Achaz and subsequent appointment of Hilpert, the Deutsches Theater
made a marked shift away from an attempt to faithfully stag¥dheas outlined in
Nazi ideology and theatrical policy.

Goebbels had been planning to appoint Hilpert to the post of Intendant as
early as December 1933. After attending a production of the opBretkaiserinat
the Volksblhne, he wrote in his diary, “brilliant direction by Hilpert. | will iyieth
when | have the theatr&”But the relationship between Hilpert and the Ministry was

troubled from the beginning. A press report issued on June 2, 1934 revealed that

32 william Grange calls this rivalry a competitioorfthe “unofficial title of Reich Theatre
Impresario,” in “Ordained Hands on the Altar of A@riindgens, Fehling and Hilpert in Berlin,” in
Theatre in the Third Reich, The Prewar Years: EssayTheatre in Nazi Germarsd. Glen W.
Gadberry ,79.

3 Joseph Goebbelbje Tagebiicher von Joseph Goebbels: samtliche FeaggiTeil I:
Aufzeichnungen 1924-1944 vols, ed. by Elke Frohlich (Munich: K.G. Sal887), I, 468.
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Hilpert intended to stage Ododn von Horvath’s new plagmelwarts* Given the
subject matter of HorvathBales from the Vienna Woodsplay about complacent
townspeople who watch the Nazis’ rise to power, and Horvath’s flight from Germany
in 1933, it is not surprising that the Ministmas not pleased. Rainer Schldsser
declared that producing the Horvath play would be contrary to the aims of the
German theatre. Alfred Muhr, who would later become the dramaturg of the Berliner
Staatstheater, published an article about Hilpert and asked if the piece wa®not “t
bold in the old liberal sense” of the theatre. He wondered if Hilpert was not
maintaining the “political-cultural equilibrium” and was failing to “uphold theis
of political security” of the theatre with which he had been entrusted. Muhr went s
far as to suggest that a dramaturgical advisor or political-culturahssqey body be
assigned to Hilpert and the Deutsches Theater to teach the presentaartisti
political “responsibility” of the theatr&. Hilpert, perhaps realizing this was a fight he
could not win, did not push on the matter of the Horvath piece, but he did on another
matter, the hiring of Erich Engel. Engel's association with Bertolt Braelate him
an unpopular choice with the regime, and Hilpert’s initial request to hire him at the
Deutsches Theater was denied by Schldsser. This time, however, Hilpevepeds
and Engel was hired, although to avoid controversy his productions consisted almost
exclusively of classic pieces.

Why did Goebbels allow these challenges? Again, he privileged artistic meri

over political ideology. Time and again Goebbels made concessions to Hilpert: he

3% Michael DillmannHeinz Hilpert: Leben und WegBerlin: Akademie der Kiinste, 1990),
11.

% Reprinted in Dillman, 112.
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was allowed to hire Caspar Neher, another friend and colleague of Brechtpahd E
Schiitte, a stage designer who refused to divorce his Jewish wife (although they wer
separated). Goebbels even allowed Hilpert to visit his Jewish mistnessies
Heuser, whom he had concealed in the Deutsches Theater and smuggled across the
Swiss border, in Zurich on a regular basi$soebbels’s willingness to look the other
way when it came to politically questionable behavior simply mirrored Goéring’s
treatment of Gustaf Griindgens at the Berliner Staatstheater. If Goelalseto keep
up with the artistic achievements of the Schauspielhaus, he had to keep Hilpert as
Intendant, and that meant turning a blind eye. For Goebbels, at least at théd&eutsc
Theater, upholding a vision of a new Reich theatre came to mean upholding the great
artistic traditions of German culture. As John Rouse perceptively stated;\aze
“proposed itself as the legitimate heir of the national culture,” and thetivkjet
Goebbels and Goéring was “to preserve the grand style of the grand ctiltiireat
preservation, and the placement of Nazi theatre within a grand tradition of arGerm
national theatre, took precedence over finding a way to stage a “heroic,”
“unsentimental,” “steely romantic” German theatre. One platform of thaatrical
policy was simply overlooked—although in matters of play selection, Hilpert bowed
to the restrictions of the Dramaturg of the Reich, as did every other Intendant
Germany.

Schldsser, an ideologue who was not so quick to overlook transgressions

against Nazi theatrical policy, often complained that Hilpert was nahgtagpre

% Grange, 81.

37 John RouseBrecht and the West German Theatre: The PracticeRulitics of
Interpretation(Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Research Prek389), 20.

111



pieces by favorable playwrights such as Richard Billinger, Hans Rehbdrg
Eberhard Méller. And the Ministrgid have some leverage in negotiations with
Hilpert. Since the Ministry held the lease on the Deutsches Theatre, Hifzert w
obligated to remain in contact with theegarding the theatre’s finances. As Alan
Steinweis points out, this fact was enough to “force political concessiams” fr
Hilpert.® But while Hilpert did occasionally acquiesce and produce plays by Nazi-
endorsed playwrights, the repertoire of the Deutsches Theater under his direction
consisted mostly of German classics, Shakespeare and other acceptajie fore
classic playwrights. But if Hilpert did not strive to consciously stage aseptation
of the new Germakolk, wasa national identity expressed on the Deutsches Theater
stage nevertheless? In my discussion of several productions at the Be(tisehter
from 1934 to 1944, | will argue that producing a play in a theatre that is run by the
Nazi government, that flies the swastika flag, can be interpreted as aseandot of
that government, despite Hilpert's attempts to remain a-political. Regaradf
intention, the Deutsches Theater was used to legitimize the regime, ahabwas
not altogether unsuccessful.

Hilpert’s first production at the Deutsches Theater was ShakespAargsu
Like It. The choice was not a daring one—Shakespearean comedies were incredibly
popular in the Third Reich, and as | discussed in the previous chapter, staging a
Shakespearean play had become a patriotic choice after the Nazi appopfiati

Shakespeare as a “Nordic” playwright. There was great excitementtabmgw

3 Alan E. Steinweis, “Cultural Eugenics: Social gl Economic Reform, and the Purge of
Jews from German Cultural LifeNational Socialist Cultural Policyed. Glenn R. Cuomo (New
York: St. Martin’s Press, 1995), 78.
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beginning of the Deutsches Theater. Critic Herbert Pfeiffer noteddhapushed
and squeezed into the Karlstrae as a “river of visitors” came to the tficaire.
production would set the tone of Hilpert’s early Shakespearean comedies at the
Deutsches Theater, characterized by Wilhelm Hortmann as possessieiglatless
ease, rhythm and flow”’

The main stylistic decision made by Hilpert was to set the play in the
eighteenth century. The actors wore period costumes, the ducal brothers and Jaques
wore powdered wigs, the incidental music was Mozart, and the court sets had a
classical symmetry. Ludwig Sternaux remarks that Hilpert had pesstdrg “old,
lovely, fairy tale play in a newer, romantically daring vein,” framed by &tz
music. Sternaux comments “Shakespeare in Rococo costume...a saucy venture!” He
goes on to say that unlike other directors who have tried to force the play into
something different, Hilpert simply finds the Rococo spirit already ptesd¢he
play, and that “the grace of the language and the fable now correspond convincingly
to the grace of the scenery and the costuie€arl Weichardt, writing for the
Berliner Morgenpostcomments that while this transposition would not work for all
Shakespeare plays, it works here, in a comedy “overshadowed by quiet melancholy,
done without crude antics.” Weichardt goes on to write that the production became,

under Hilpert’'s direction, “a fine prelude for the cultural mission of the new

39 Herbert Pfeiffer, “Hilpert erdffnet das Deutschéseater ‘Wie es Euch gefillt,” Sept. 12,
1934, n.p.; clipping file, Heinz Hilpert Archiv, Aklemie der Klnste.

0 wilhelm HortmannShakespeare on the German Stage. The Twentietargen
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998), 123.

1 Ludwig Sternaux, “Shakespeare in Rokoko-KostiieutSches Theater: ‘Wie es euch
gefallt,” Sept. 1934, n.p.; clipping file, Heinzilgert Archiv, Akademie der Kiinste.
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Deutsches Theater, [which is] . . . maintaining Germany’s artisticriegy in the

life of the theatre®* Herbert Ihering, however, had trepidations about the Rococo
setting, writing that it “changes and at last nearly abandons the chafitter
comedy.”® But the artistic choice was widely applauded; even lhering wrote that
Hilpert had initiative and artistic “courage of his convictions.” In HileRococo
world, the play became a harmonious discourse on the nature of love.

The set design echoed the romantic feeling of the production. The Forest of
Arden had a dark-green hue, and was full of “natural sumptuoushest thick
beech trees with “virgin trunks? The sky in the “fairy tale forest” sparkled with
stars’® With the exception of Herbert Ihering, who felt that the forest setsnwatre
always in good taste, the reviews all remark on the beauty of the scenery.tsThe se
assisted in the creation of a romantic, fairy-tale feeling.

The play centers around the character of Rosalinde, here played by Angela
Salloker, a newcomer from Munich. Most reviews of her performance were very
positive. Sternaux calls her completely charming, banishing all memompeswidus
Rosalindes. He praises her nuance in both language and movement. Weichardt

writes “she can be a gentle little lamb and in the next instant assume a yntaneedr

2 Carl Weichardt, “Das neue Deutsche Theater. fRnéfs-Vorstellung: ‘Wie es euch
gefallt,” Berliner MorgenpostSept. 1934, n.p.; clipping file, Heinz Hilperthv, Akademie der
Kinste.

3 Herbert Ihering, “Wieder Deutsches Theater. fraig mit ‘Wie es Euch gefallt’,”
Berliner TageblattSept. 12, 1934, n.p.; clipping file, Heinz HilpA&rchiv, Akademie der Kinste.

4 p.W., “Hilpert spielt ‘Wie es Euch gefallt.” Hes Abend der neuer Direktion im
Deutschen TheaterB.Z. am Mittag Sept. 12, 1934, n.p.; clipping file, Institut flheaterwissenschaft
Kritikenabteilung, Freie Universitat, Berlin.

> pfeiffer, “Hilpert eréffnet das Deutsches Thed¥iie es Euch gefllt.” ”

“® Weichardt, “Das neue Deutsche Theater. ErdffaeMorstellung: ‘Wie es euch gefallt.”
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a nearly hard sauciness. In all her youth she is a finished (hopefully not toodjnishe
artist.™ lhering thought that she could only be loud or quiet, hard or soft, but that
she had a playful mood and promising future. Salloker’s Rosalind was an
embodiment of positive female qualities: lovely, smart, playful and loyal to #iese
loves.

The clown Touchstone was dressed in an unusual way, all in white, like a
Pierrot. But despite the striking costume (mentioned by all of the revidnes3, was
nothing unusual or unexpected in the performance of the role. Max Gulstorff
received very positive reviews in his portrayal of the clown, whose “sparkling”joke
exploded like “fireworks.”® Weichardt writes that Gulstorff “strews jokes and
truths...like pearls of Mozart's rhythms,” and that he is possessed of the Yiage
humor.” Ihering praises his “funny and nimble drollery.”

Jaques, as | mentioned earlier, was dressed like a Rococo-courtier, complete
with powdered wig. Theodor Loos’s performance was widely acclaimed, called a
“‘complete acting achievement” by Weichardt. Ihering wrote extelysamut
Loos’s performance as excellent, but out of step with the tone of the rest of the play
He writes that this misanthropic Jaques would be at home in a Moliere play, and that
unlike every other character in this production,Weltschmerzemains
“passionately, deeply,” even as the comedy of the play tries to banishringlhe
comments that the role requires a different diction, a “counterweight to therlight

persons of the piece.” Despite Hilpert's attempt to create a buoyant world of

* Ibid.

48 pfeiffer.
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lightness and ease where all darkness is banished, the melancholy Jaques cannot be
completely subdued into this mold.

What is striking about the tone of the reviews is the level of excitement for
this new chapter of the Deutsches Theater. P.W. writes that “The Deutsches The
again has a future.” Pfeiffer compares Hilpert to a magician with ecraagid who
will revive the nearly-sunk theatre. He concludes his review with the comment tha
Hilpert's employment “again creates yardsticks” by which other ptialus must be
judged. The applause at the end of the evening was especially fervent, bringing
Hilpert out for curtain call after curtain call. Weichardt remarks thatvitheer was
reassured that “the fate of the famous Deutsches Theater again rests hagded
It is Ihering who offers the most thoughtful analysis of the situation. Although he
personally disagreed with many of Hilpert's choices in the production, he welcome
the theatrical evening that provoked enthusiasm and arguments, and congratulated
Hilpert for the courage of his convictions. He pointed out Hilpert's courage in
working with new, unknown actors, an unusual practice in the large theatres of
Berlin, and expressed his belief in Hilpert's momentum. Under this new direction,
“the Deutsches Theater began again.”

This overwhelming chorus of approval validated Goebbels’s decision to
replace Achaz with Hilpert. The change in tone of the reviews is striking, and the
excitement over the performance seems genuine and not propagandistic. Some
political factors are expressed in the reviews: Goebbels’s preseneatismed in
some of the reviews, and Weichardt mentions that thanks are owed to the Reich as

well as to Hilpert. Pfeiffer writes that this idyllic world, where aretholy becomes
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bearable, where shepherds and farm girls achieve noble emotions, and Duke
Frederick enters a monastery after a religious epiphany, aréopecgl. He doesn’t
go into detail, but the implication is that the new Germany will be like thatadyll
world. The other reviews that tried to tie the production into modern events
proclaimed that the German theatre was stronger because there wasomee
strong, artistic director at the hallowed Deutsches TheaterVadlkescher
Beobachtetried to make the performance into a political statement, commenting that
Orlando represented “noble races,” like the Germans, “who through genetic
predisposition can overcome oppressiéhjut critic Heinrich Grube was generally
dismissive and unenthusiastic about the production, perhaps because despite his
attempts he could not manipulate the production intevdeschstatement he so
desperately wanted.

The only overt political statement was to be found in the program. A note in
the program stated that the production was a “cultural representation” tartbedyta
special place in the Reich,” and that the Deutsches Theater had the “coofiramat
support of the Reich?” The note signals Goebbels’s intention to use the prestige of
the theatre itself as a propaganda tool and a legitimization of German, aidrther
Nazi culture. In spite of Hilpert’s intentions, he could not completely divorce his
production from the political realities of the time and the circumstances i \vaic
was working.

The action on the stage, however, did not suppedtlaschinterpretation.

9 Quoted in Dillman, 330.

0 program noted)Vie es Euch gefallDeutsches Theater Archive.
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This was a straightforward interpretation of an idyllic Shakespeareagdgomith

no attempt to make any commentary about contemporary life. The production wasn't
hostile to the Reich, but neither was it supportive of Nazi ideology. This would be
the general tone of Hilpert’'s productions at the Deutsches Theater.

Occasionally, Hilpert would bow to the pressure from the Ministiy
present a more contemporary German play by a Nazi-favored playwright. The 1936
production ofDer tolle Christianwas such an example. The play, written by World
War | veteran Theodor Haerten, premiered in Darmstadt in the spring of 1935. The
Deutsches Theater production served as the Berlin premiere of the pecaetion
whose time was overdue, according to one reviéwetowever the reviews that |
encountered suggest that the production, directed by Ernst Karchow, was not a
successful one.

The hero of the play, which takes place during the Thirty Years War, is Duke
Christian von Braunschweig. Christian is in love with Elizabeth, wife of the éwint
king,” Prince Elect Friedrich V. of the Palatinate. He undertakes adaspérate”
battle to help the Bohemian “winter king” reclaim his throne and dies. It isrbke le
through which Haerten tells the story that critic Erwin Rainalter findsrgckin his
review, he writes “This Christian was the carrier of an idea. He livedoamyhf
during a time in Germany filled with many mistakes. Haerten’s play doesways
show this enormous background.” For Rainalter, the play ultimately fails leeitaus

focus is on the private sphere, not the public, communal one. Within this context,

*1 “Gottes Freund und der Pfaffen Feind. ‘Der t@leristian’ gelangt heute im Deutschen
Theater zur Auffiihrung,” no date, n.p.; clippinigfilnstitut fur Theaterwissenschaft
Kritikenabteilung, Freie Universitat, Berlin.
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despite dialogue that talks of German superiority and the need for a stnangnge
the play does not capitalize on th@kischpossibility within the story itself. Its focus
on love, rather than on the historical experience of the German people, damages the
play.
This situation is further compounded by the character of Christian himself.
Rainalter calls Raimund Bucher’s Christian heroic, but B.E. Werner disagitees w
this assessment. Werner complains that despite the lively color of the @amep s
(which Haerten himself would have experienced during the war), “The heroi@hrist
remains pale...despite his exaggeration of emotion.” Christian is “a young man
moved back and forth by fate. ...a passive, suffering fél§hat description does
not fit the stereotype of tha&lkisch heroic leader popularized in Nazi ideology.
Questions of fate troubled the production as a whole, according to Werner.
He writes:
Presumably he [Haerten] wanted to show the fury of war and the force of fate,
which encircles man and his foolish passions. But he did not carry this theme
through to the end, and so ... the philosophy of fate leads to no result. ...the
spectator, who waited from act to act and repeatedly strained for the
mysterious solution, finally asks himself at the end, a little disappointedly,
what the author. . . actually wanted to Zay.
It is clear that Werner finds something lacking in the playwriting. Gaytai
according to this description, it is lacking as a National Socialist porivhyal

historical moment. Passivity is not a National Socialist character Bait\Werner’s

concerns seem to go beyond merely the ideological failings of the piecesaHe al

2 B.E. Werner, “Theodor Haerten: ‘Der tolle Chisti Deutsches TheateJeutsche
Allgemeine ZeitungMarch 27, 1936, n.p.; clipping file, Institut fliheaterwissenschaft
Kritikenabteilung, Freie Universitat, Berlin.

%% Ibid.
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finds the character of Elizabeth, the winter queen, lacking in depth, and notes that in
general that the smaller roles were lacking in quality. He blames thisestekfa
immaturity as a writer, but remarks on the playwright’s potential, comnggtitat he
brought passion and courageous originality to the play, with brief moments of poetic
electricity between characters.

According to one review, the piece did have some power. The reviewer
acknowledges the flaws in the piece, but insists that “nevertheless, one is séiinck ag
and again under its spell,” aware that “a poet and a man of the theatre speaks to us.”
But this critic clearly has a Nazi bias; the remainder of the adai¢ains sections of
dialogue from the play that center on the struggle for a German nationalyidleoitit
the private love story that, according to Erwin Rainalter, rendered the evening
unsatisfying. The audience, according to the reviews, applauded the piece, but
according to Werner there was some hesitation before the “friendly apfilausio
not think that this hesitation reflects a strong Nazi sentiment within the aadienc
itself. After more than a year of Hilpert's leadership, Deutscheat&éhaudiences
had simply become accustomed to a higher quality of playwriting than Theodor
Haerten could offer. The production did not seem to be an overwhelming success on
an artistic level, nor was it political enough to be a success as a NatioraisEoc
propaganda piece.

The mixed reception of this production serves as a validation of Hilpert's

54 Ibid.

5 “Gottes Freund und der Pfaffen Feind. ‘Der tolkri€tian’ gelangt heute im Deutschen
Theater zur Auffiihrung.”

%6 Werner, “Theodor Haerten: ‘Der tolle Christiané@tsches Theater.”
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choices when planning the theatre’s repertoire: classic plays which badels¢ test
of time, sprinkled with a few modern pieces. But Hilpert’s repertoire metes
became more favorable politically as the consolidation phase of NationdisSocia
began and overt propaganda plays became unfashionable. The theatre no longer had
to act as a conduit to unite tilelk because the people were already united behind
their Fihrer. But the theatre still bore a responsibility to consolidate and maintain
that support! As the criteria for acceptable plays shifted, Goebbels altered the way
he used the theatre for propaganda purp@esbbels could point to the classics-
driven repertoire of the Deutsches Theater as upholding the grand traditiom@rGer
theatre, thereby supporting German culture and Germany itself in this neatgbhas
the Third Reich, regardless of Hilpert's intentions in selecting that reggertoi

There were problems in the relationship between Hilpert and Goebbels, even
if Goebbels was pleased with the new artistic quality being achieved attitecbes
Theater. In his diary, Goebbels wrote that Hilpert has “become somewhat
problematic... [He] Has no contact with the regime.” He approved of the theatre’s
repertoire, announcing that it was not too literary and had “the right relationship to
the new regime,” but he accused Hilpert of isolating himself and crematimeatre of
aesthete® This was undoubtedly true. Hilpert was not interested in a close personal
relationship with Goebbels or his Ministry, and maintained as little conttiNazi

bureaucracy as he could, given his title as Intendant. Hilpert was not a caiinmitt

>" For more information on the shift to the consafidn phase within Nazi Germany, see
Chapter One.

8 Joseph Goebbelbje Tagebiicher von Joseph Goebbels: samtliche FeaggiTeil I:
Aufzeichnungen 1924-194l1, 468.
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Nazi, and his first commitment was to producing good theatre, not to the regime.
And as long as he continued to do so, Goebbels seemed willing to let other
transgressions slide.

Hilpert’'s production of Schiller'dungfrau von Orleanwas more indicative
of the usual Deutsches Theater production—a classic, this time by &greaan
playwright. The play follows historical events rather closely until the firtal ac
There, Schiller's Johanna becomes infatuated with an English officer, los#isiher
powers, atones for her sin, escapes from prison, and returns to the battlefield where
she dies. Critic Erich Naujoks wrote that the basic reason for perfodunggrau
von Orleanswvas the “language of Schiller.” For Naujoks, the production’s goal
should simply be to serve the text. He states “The heavy task of the actottlies i
fulfillment of this word, the high art of the director lies in the successful meatdn
of Schiller's polyphonic language into a . .. pure sounding mel&dy.he general
consensus among the reviews was that Hilpert was more than up to the task.

Anton Dietzenschmidt was enraptured by the production. He writes that
Hilpert “plays Schiller as if he were a brand new modern poet—and the scenes appear
in a completely new light.” He further explains, “Heinz Hilpert takes f&xisl
verses, unfurls them, [and] lights them up with the penetrating beam of a
searchlight.® The reviews suggest that Hilpert's production is not merely a

harmonious veneration of the piece, but rather an energetic, emotional production

%9 Erich Naujoks, “Die lachelnde Jungfrau. Luisérich als ‘Jungfrau von Orleans’
Deutsches TheaterDeutsche Allgemeine Zeitungan. 5, 1937, n.p.; clipping file, Institut fur
Theaterwissenschaft Kritikenabteilung, Freie Unsitét, Berlin.

9 AF. Dietzenschmidt, “Klassische Tragddie und sroe Komddie im Deutschen Theater

und in der Komischen OperBerliner TageblattJan. 26, 1937, n.p.; Heinz Hilpert Archiv, Akadem
der Kinste.
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with moments of irony and humor. While Otto Ernst Hesse found this a bit too
jarring, wondering if Schiller’s work “would be better served if set comiyi¢étethe
emotion, the romance, and the poetic truth from which the poet conceiethé,”
reviews generally praised the production.

Luise Ullrich’s portrayal of Johanna was very well received. She appmbache
the role of the virgin in a different light, moved not by “the mystical strengthitbf,
but by the mysterious magic of enchantment.” There is no implication that Jakanna
the evil witch characterized by Shakespeare or Voltaire’s harla FPucelle rather,
this Johanna has a human charm that “announces itself. . . in a nearly impish superior
smile.”* Erik Kriines also remarks on the human nature of Johanna, writing that her
“heavenly and holy visions remain nevertheless grounded on the solil of terrestrial
naturalness® Dietzenschmidt calls Ullrich’s Johanna “tender. . . boyish, virginal,
burning out in enthusiasm,” graceful “in attitude and motion . . . thought out and
inspired in expression and language.” In his opinion, the other characters are simply
an accompaniment to the “beauty of Johartha.”

| find it interesting that in humanizing Johanna and giving her an earthly

quality, Hilpert's production creates a heroine that is virginal and beawitfubut

®1 Otto Ernst Hesse, “Luise Ullirch in der Schilleragédie Deutsches TheateB’Z. am
Mittag, Jan. 26, 1937, n.p.; clipping file, Heinz Hilpentchiv, Akademie der Kiinste.

%2 Naujoks, “Die lachelnde Jungfrau. Luise Ullrigls ‘Jungfrau von Orleans’ Deutsches
Theater.”

8 Erik Kriines, “Im Deutschen Theater Luise Ullrals ‘Jungfrau’ Schillers romantische
Tragodie, neueinstudiert von Heinz HilpeflachtausgabeJan. 1937, n.p.; clipping file, Heinz
Hilpert Archiv, Akademie der Kiinste.

% Dietzenschmidt, “Klassische Tragddie und modétamddie im Deutschen Theater und
in der Komischen Oper.”
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being overtly religious. Given Hilpert's belief in the humanizing and univetgali
quality of art, the choice is not a surprising 6neBut it also, coincidentally, reflects
the National Socialist practice of removing religious icons and replacing\ilii
icons of the state.

The production also looked beautiful. The costumes for the coronation scene
were rich and deeply colored in tones of crimson and trimmed with ermine. Ernst
Schiitte’s design consisted of colorful, “fairy-tale, beautiful” scenectesnging the
depth and width of the stage space for the scenes on a barricade &r @twell.
highlight of the design was the beautiful gothic gate of the Reims cath&thajoks
commented that the production presented a visual celebration of the Schiller's work,
providing a sumptuous feast for the efes.

The audience reaction was enthusiastic. Dietzenschmidt described the
reaction as “jubilant,” and even Otto Ernst Hesse, who questions Hilpert'srizpafll
the play, writes that the public is “gladly taken prisoner by Schiller'&wifér And
how was it viewed by the political regime? Goebbels attended the premiere—a fac
mentioned by each of the reviews | located—and praised it in his diary. Ode coul
create avblkischinterpretation from the play’s underlying conflict between duty to

one’s mission and people and the inclination of private desire. This description

8 wilhelm Hortmann discusses Hilpert's humanististhetic at length iShakespeare on the
German Stage. The Twentieth Centay does Hilpert himself in his collection of sgiees and
essaysfFormen des Theaters. Reden und Aufs@tmnna: Alfred Ibach Verlag,1943). This idealwil
be explored in more depth later in this chapter.

® Ibid.

67 Naujoks, “Die lachelnde Jungfrau. Luise Ullrigls ‘Jungfrau von Orleans’ Deutsches
Theater.”

% Hesse, “Luise Ullirch in der Schiller-Tragddie iksches Theater.”
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certainly fits the model of a Nazi hero: a strong leader, committed to heepedyl
ultimately chooses her role as leader and warrior over personal desmef(a

female leader was far from the norm in National Socialist ideology). héet is

hardly any mention of this political parallel in the reviews. Erik Kriines svtitat
Schiller’s virgin is understood “today as an envoy of a good God” whose miracles
saved “a whole people from emergency and despair,” and remarks that in thigeplay t
“FlUhreridea” receives dramatic expressfrBut that is the extent of the political
nature of the reviews. It is quite possible that because of Johanna’s femimity, a
the Nazi gender stereotype that placed a woman’s role securely in the, patiage

than the public, sphere, too direct a connection between Johanna’s leadership and the
leadership of Nazi Germany would be frowned upon. The parallel may be inferred,
but only Kriines makes the overt comparison.

There is no indication or evidence that Hilpert intended to make any
commentary on the current political climate with his production. Plays with strong
heroic figures share a common theme with Nazi mythology, namely a strong
protagonist who attempts to change the course of history for their peopléorlt is
that reason that history plays were so attractive to National Sociatistatul
ideology, especially when their own vision of “steely heroicism” never mafed.

That does not mean, of course, that every play with this characteristic staged in N
Germany was meant as a endorsement of the current regime. In factearlen

Hilpert had pleaded that a theatre of “serene and humane grace” bedatogoexist

% Kriines, “Im Deutschen Theater Luise Ullrich alsrigfrau’ Schillers romantische
Trago6die, neueinstudiert von Heinz Hilpert.”
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with the heroic style espoused by Nazi ideolodgfstBut those plays did leave
themselves open for Nazi appropriation, something that was beyond the control of the
director if the production did not openly challenge Nazi ideology or policy (and such
a challenge was extremely rare). In the caskingfrau von Orleanshowever, this
appropriation had less to do with the play’s context, and more with its pedigree. Yes,
there were moments that could be read as a staging \@btkeBut the staging of a
national identity found in Hilpert's production was more subtle than the original
intentions of early Nazi cultural policy. The staging of a high quality pedace of
a German classic by one of the most lauded German playwrights was vaeatiisa
production valuable for Goebbels and his Ministry for Popular Enlightenment and
Propaganda. It further cemented an image of the Third Reich as the protector and
progenitor of a true German culturanded down through the centuries. Goebbels’s
presence at the Deutsches Theater served as a reminder that this watheditazi
even if thevolkischquality of the repertoire was lacking in the eyes of more
conservative Party members. Hilpert was simply trying to produce tleédhe
highest quality, removed from the political happenings offstage. Yet that task, in
hindsight, seems impossible in a theatre under the explicit control of the Kofiste
Propaganda. Regardless, it is a path that Hilpert would continue to take, both in the
build-up to war and during the war itself.

As was illustrated in the previous chapter, there were far more Shakespearean
comedies performed in Nazi Germany than tragedies or histories, and that was

certainly the case at the Theater des Volkes. The Deutsches Theateermowe

® Hilpert, Formen des Theaters. Reden und Aufséfze
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included these lesser performed plays in their repertoire, as did the Berliner
Staatstheater, as | shall discuss in the next chapter. One such exampke Erasht
Engel directed production @oriolanus which premiered in March 1937. Engel had
famously directed the play in 1925 as epic theatre, complete with a populace of gre
proletarians® His second production, not surprisingly, was markedly different.
Engel’s productions at the Deutsches Theater during the Third Reich were famous f
their clarity and objectivity, as well as a lack of sentimentality oc&yri

embellishments (not surprising in a former colleague of Brecht), and these
characteristics were present in @Qisriolanusas well??

Critic B.E. Werner observes that Engel removed the “idealistic stand” out of
the piece, presenting a three hour producficloachim Klaiber writes that Engel and
Caspar Neher, the scene designer, “set the scenes between antiquityantdgome
fill this classical author with so much scenic fantasy ... that they develop dme of t
strongest impressions of this seastinFlorian Kienzl's praise of Engel is effusive,
and he writes “With the very intelligent direction of Erich Engel, which méhkes
tragic development simple and clearly visible...[and] which occasionally pldmegds

topic in humoristic twilight, we experience an exemplary conception of

" Hortmann, 149.

2 Herbert IheringRegie (Berlin: Hugo, 1943), 55.

3 B.E. Werner, “Shakespeares Volksfeind. ‘Coriotaeutsches TheaterDeutsche
Allgemeine ZeitungMarch 26, 1937, n.p.; clipping file, Institut fliheaterwissenschaft
Kritikenabteilung, Freie Universitat, Berlin.

™ Joachim Klaiber, “Politischer Shakespeare. ‘Qaribim Deutschen Theater—Titelrolle:

Ewald Balser,’Der Angriff, March 27, 1937, n.p.; clipping file, Erich Engehiv, Akademie der
Klnste.
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Shakespear€? Erik Kriines agrees, remarking that Engel gave the work new life

with his cuts and “theatrical cross fadés.This clarity and focus was strengthened

by Caspar Neher’s scene design. The simple foreground consisted of “column stumps
and remains of buildings,” which Werner comments “fits the period of crisis ichwhi

the drama is set better than glossy temples and pafdcEsgel and Neher made use

of vertical space, filling the area with “columns and walls, gates and se#tsts

events often developed upwards.”

The revolving stage was used effectively to stage twenty one scenes with
relative speed, and the use of projections to suggest different scenes also aided in the
flow of the scene changes. The extant production photographs show that the
costumes were fairly conventional, consisting of flowing Roman togas. The
collaboration of Engel and Neher contributed to a concise (relativelysddcu
production that became a showcase for Ewald Balser as Coriolanus.

According to Wilhelm Hortmann, Engel in his production tried to avoid an
undue heroicizing of Coriolands.This attempt was successful for Werner, who
writes that “despite his absolute heart, Coriolan is not a free hero. He liveggnd ac

bound by his antipathy against the masses; [he] insults the suffering peoples betra

™ Florian Kienzl, “Shakespeares Volksfeind/ ‘Coagiol im Deutschen Theater]2 Uhr
Blatt, March 30, 1937, n.p.; clipping file, Erich Endelchiv, Akademie der Kiinste.

8 Erik Kriines, “Der Mann, der siegen und sterbe®tuShakespeares ‘Coriolan,’ neu
inszeniert und bearbeitet von Erich Engel—In deelfaolle Ewald Balser,” March 27, 1937, n.p.;
clipping file, Erich Engel Archiv, Akademie der Kste.

" Werner, “Shakespeares Volksfeind. ‘Coriolan’—Dsehies Theater.”

8 paul Fechter, “Shakespeares ‘Coriolan’/Neueiristudg im Deutsches Theater,” March
27, 1937, n.p.; clipping file, Erich Engel Archi&kademie der Kiinste.

® Hortmann, 149.
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his friends, and is drawn with perceptible distance by Shakespéaret’he remains

a hero, albeit a complicated one. And unsurprisingly, the play’s success gedg lar
attributed to the performance of Balser as Coriolanus. Werner writes thyzvee

the force of his safe, strong features and the clear depth of his voice to Coriolan,”
thereby controlling the scenes in which he perforfhadile Joachim Klaiber

comments on Balser’s “strength and combative attitéfd€&&lix Dargel describes
Balser’s “stately figure, which towers outwardly above the majority..itJi w
“unrestrained pride and high courage” that allow him to stand “against the cosvardi
and venality of the plebeian¥."For Giinter Mann, Balser was “the intellectual center
of the performance.” He writes that Balser is “spontaneously brilliarttie scene in

the outer forum of Rome, when he becomes the enemy of his native country “because
it is impossible for him to lie and beautifully flatter the masses, whom hesdsspi

Franz Képpen carefully considers Coriolanus’s treasonous behavior. Of the masses’
treatment of the scornful Coriolanus, he asks “Can the masses reachtifferdim

than they reacted?” Koppen blames Coriolanus’s behavior on his internal
detachment from the strong roots of his native country. Balser’s Coriolanus prove

that a leader who “ignores the forces of his own nationality” and believes in the

8 werner.
& |bid.

82 Klaiber, “Politischer Shakespeare. ‘Coriolan’ Beutschen Theater—Titelrolle: Ewald
Balser.”

8 Felix A. Dargel, “Der Beste soll herrschen! ‘Galan’ im Deutschen Theater,” March 26,
1937, n.p.; clipping file, Erich Engel Archiv, Akarhie der Kunste.

8 Giinter Mann, “Shakespeare im Deutschen TheavaldEBalser als ‘Coriolan,’ no date,
n.p.; clipping file, Erich Engel Archiv, AkademiedKUnste.
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“autocracy of the individualistic principle” cannot “stabilize [the people]But he

also writes that the low instincts of the Tribune make Coriolanus’s disdain of the
people understandable. Paul Fechter comments that Balser almost has too much
warmth for Coriolanus’s military restraint, and that his performance n@sgstst

“when his humanity could break through the rigid attitude,” such as in the scene with
Volumnia in the tent

The reviews show that Balser was an indisputable success. But they also
show the complicated nature of Coriolanus himself, and several of the reviews
struggle to pigeon-hole the hero, or at least spend a great deal of time dishisssing
motivations and his character, trying to make his behavior understandable to their
readers. He comes across as an anti-hero, who should have been the one to lead his
people, but ultimately could not.

It is through this discussion of Coriolanus and his betrayal of Rome that the
political nature of the play, and any references to the present politicaicsifLae
discussed. Two of the reviews | consulted use the term “political Shakespe&ee” in t
their titles. The play was read by many reviewers in the context of exwestr
political events, specifically the Weimar Republic. B.E. Werner writesrétlearly
still [the play] speaks to our time, in which we experienced the questionable ofature
democracy,” equating the Tribunes of the Senate with the elected govewofrttent

Weimar Republié¢! Felix Dargel echoes this interpretation, writing:

8 Franz Koppen, “Shakespeares ‘Coriolan’ im Dewschheater,” no date, n.p.; clipping
file, Erich Engel Archiv, Akademie der Kiunste.

8 Fechter, “Shakespeares ‘Coriolan’/Neueinstudigtiom Deutsches Theater.”

87 Werner, “Shakespeares Volksfeind. ‘Coriolan'—Dehies Theater.”
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The formless mass, uncertainly wavering at the hands of the narrow-minded
and short-sighted Tribune, these vain representatives of the people—it is
indeed not so long ago that we experienced all this. Thus the tragic play
acquires an increased resonance, and often the applause rings out in the
middle of the moving scenés.
If the political dynamic of the play is compared to the despised Weimar Republic,
then Coriolanus’s behavior becomes far more understandable #rolkischpoint of
view. The people, and Coriolanus himself, are betrayed by the duplicitous Tribune
members who turn the people against Coriolanus. Yes, both Coriolanus and the
people bear some responsibility for their actions—Coriolanus for his pride and
inherent disdain of the masses, the people for their willingness to be swayed by
Brutus and Sicinius—but the blame ultimately lies with the Tribune itself. In this
context, an inherently uwélkischact, treason, instead becomes an indictment of the
dangers of parliamentary democracy. Even Franz Koppen, who does not see this as a
political play, attributes Coriolanus’s downfall tov@kisch and therefore somewhat
political, reason: Coriolanus remains detached from his people, to whom he truly
belongs. It is this detachment from Nelk that directly leads to his destruction.

The reviews for this production make more contemporary references than the
reviews forJungfrau von OrleansDoes that mean that this production did stage an
image of thevolk as imagined by Nazi cultural policy? Given Engel’s directorial
history and his past collaboration and friendship with Bertolt Brecht, | woule argu
that if a National Socialist image of the German hero was staged, it was not a

intentional decision by Engel. Engel strove to show a fully realized, human pbrtraya

of a man in conflict, not a glorification of a two-dimensional war hero. But, &®int

8 Dargel, “Der Beste soll herrschen! ‘Coriolan’ Deutschen Theater.”
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case oflungfrau von Orleanghe play’s plot could lend itself to a National Socialist
reading if one was looking for it. Engel’s production was thoughtful and driven by
character-motivated decisions, but although it subtly challenged an obviously Nazi
reading in its refusal to canonize Coriolanus, it did not overtly challengegineere

or its values. Without this type of overt subversion, the production left itself open to
appropriation by Nazi critics.

With the German invasion of Poland in September 1939 and the subsequent
beginning of World War Il, German society underwent yet another shift. As
illustrated in the previous chapter, the beginning of the war had a noticeabteeffec
the repertoire of the Theater des Volkes, as grand productions of classicalweozks
supplanted by lighthearted operettas and reviews, the ultimate escape froonlthe
outside the theatre. But the repertoire shift at the Deutsches Thesteotven
noticeable and severe. Comedies remained popular, but tragedy did not disappear
from the Deutsches Theater stage. When HebBegr®s Bernauewas staged in
1940, Bruno Werner explicitly pointed out that the production disproved the opinion
that “the war demands only easy maintenadté&.hroughout the war, Hilpert
continued to offer a thoughtful, varied repertoire, refusing to completely abandon
serious fare in the wake of current events.

This philosophy extended beyond the fully staged productions at the
Deutsches Theater. Just two months after the start of the war, Hilpeut@usthe
Morgenfeiern(morning celebrations). The morning celebratitwok place on

Sunday mornings. The general format was chamber music, followed by reaglings b

8 Bruno E. Werner, “Agnes Bernauer,” October 18(0,%.p.; clipping file, Institut fir
Theaterwissenschaft Kritikenabteilung, Freie Ursitét, Berlin.
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of poetry or drama, and then more chamber music. These readings, and Hilpert's
dedication to them, reflect Hilpert's love of the literary text itself. Tiedhected his
own habit of reading and meditating in his free tifhe.

Hilpert's dedication to language and poetry fulfilled the audience on more
than a purely entertaining level. According to scholar Helmuth Waldner, the public
was able to escape the dense, often meaningless language of Nazi jargegrthéast
words, and once again possess the essence of German consciousness. For Hilpert,
that essenceasthe poetry of great German writers. Waldner writes that “the words
of the poets become a caution against the dogma of the Third ReMrtaldner
clearly sees the morning celebrations as Hilpert's personal resdiaNational
Socialist rhetoric. Kurt Seeger agrees with Waldner's assessmemtriteethat
Hilpert fought against the destruction of the German language by Nazi jartipon w
the cleansing words of German classical and Romantic adthors.

These comments were written after the war, so it is hard to know how many
audience members felt that they were participating in a reclaimingrofa®e
language and consciousness. But scholar Siegfried Melchinger supports these
comments with his own recollection of attending the morning celebrasaysg “I
only know that one appeared there on Suradayl o’clock time and again to hear
something against the Nazis.” In a conversation between Melchinger and Hilper

1960, Hilpert recalled an incident where a Hebbel recitation was takestatement

% Dillman, 157.
1 Quoted in Ibid.

92 Quoted in Ibid.
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against the regime. Actor Ewald Balser approached Hilpert and said tihaiuigét

the whole theatre would be arrested. When Hilpert was challenged by a Naai, offic
Hilpert responded “That is Hebbel!” Hilpert was warned to omit the offensive
material or face consequences from the regime, but as Hilpert told M&gHihdid

not omit it—also they did not proceed against fieY'et again, Hilpert's usefulness

to Goebbels and the Ministry superseded an adherence to Nazi ideology and policy.
As long as Hilpert kept mounting high-quality, well-attended productions, Goebbels
and his colleagues at the Ministgnored Hilpert’s indiscretions.

The morning celebrations were not stopped by Goebbels; in fact, they
continued until August, 1944, just weeks before the theatres in Berlin were closed as
part of the “total war effort.” These Sunday morning celebrations were agatidin
of Hilpert's humanistic view of the theatre and his belief that the simple act of
listening to poetry and drama could have a transformative effect on the lives of the
audience. In times of growing seriousness and escalating war, Hilpert did not
abandon serious, thoughtful work. On the contrary, he turned to it to try and infuse
everyday life with meaning. The decision to continue in the face of political
opposition, even quiet opposition, reflects Hilpert's commitment to art over Nazi
policy.

The morning celebrations were not Hilpert's only attempt at subtl¢aeses
to Nazi dogma and policy. He responded to the Battle of Britain in the summer and

autumn of 1940 by submitting a repertoire schedule with three Shakespearedh plays.

% Quoted in Ibid., 159.

% Gerwin StroblThe Swastika and the Stage. German Theatre aridt$ot933-1945
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007), 192
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A program for a Gerhard Hauptmann play predicted that Hauptmann’s work would
still “glow when we have long since turned to dust,” a scandalous statement in light
of the promised thousand-year Reich. The confiscation of the programs was ordered
by the Nazis® Hilpert's resistance was subtle enough to keep him out of trouble, as
long as it could be attributed to a dedication to German art.

In 1941, Hilpert presented a production of Hanns JobsisEinsamgThe
Lonely One). At first glance, this play appears to be a departure for theodire
Johst, a veteran of World War | who had studied medicine and philosophy, was a
committed member of the Nazi party. Hitler had seen and enjoyed the 1920 Dresden
premiere of Johst's player Konig®*® His playThomas Pain€1927) about the
American Revolutionary war hero was hailed by critic Hermann Wandeiselec
“the first political drama of the New German3/."This combination of Johst's
assosciation with the National Socialist party and his friendship with HHithele
Johst the premiere Nazi playwright. In 1933, Goebbels appointed Johst as the
dramaturg at the Berliner Staatstheater. According to Elisabeth Sobstizttdr, one
of his primary responsibilities was to function as Goebbels’s eyes in the rigaikthe
He regularly wore a black SS uniform to wétkJohst resigned his position as

dramaturg after a dispute over the staging of one of his plays and in 1935 was

% bid.

% Giinther Riihle, edZeit und Theater Diktatur und Exil: 1933-19@8erlin: Propylaen
Verlag, 1974), 729.

" Hermann WanderschedReutsche Dramatik der GegenwéBerlin: Bong Verlag, 1938),
93.

% Elisabeth Schulz Hostettdhe Berlin State Theater Under the Nazi Regim&tuly of

the Administration, Key Productions, and Criticadponses from 1933-1944ewiston, NY: The
Edwin Mellen Press, 2004), 47.

135



promoted to the office of President of the Literary Charftbéte was, quite simply,
the most famous Nazi playwright, although his more propagandistic history ellays f
out of favor with the shift from the early gathering phase of Nazi Germany to the
more artistically conservative (from a playwriting stance, at leasi3olidating

phase.

But this play was subtly different from Johst’s more famous historicgs pla
such asrhomas PainandSchlageter Those plays follow a more typical Nazi
format, focusing on a hardworking hero who leads a revolution to defenlke
often losing his life in the proces®er Einsameavas written in 1917, early in Johst’s
career. Stylistically, the play was a work of “expressionistic sgst& similar to the
plays of the front that were popular at the end of World War I. Wilhelm Westecker
however, is quick to point out holer Einsamevas different from the plays at the
end of the war, which for the most part had lost their appeal stylistically and
politically. Westecker remarks that the while the “the inclination towtrelpain of
the world so common in the years around the War’s end does lie over the piece
somewhat,” the play does “not lose itself to abstract constructions, as waatusual
that time. It is neither emotional nor frivolous:”While Westecker is quick to point
out how this play is different from the Expressionist anti-war plays which

immediately followed World War |, he and other critics all acknowledgetit

% The dispute concerning the staging of his worlkvé discussed in the next chapter.

190 Franz Gétke, “Ein Menschenuntergang. ‘Der Einsame Hanns Johst mit Theodor
Loos im Deutschen Theater,” May 24, 1941, n.pppihg file, Institut fir Theaterwissenschaft
Kritikenabteilung, Freie Universitat, Berlin.

101 wilhelm Westecker, “Das Seelerdrama eines Gertissins Johsts ‘Der Einsame’ im

Deutschen Theater,” May 24, 1941, n.p.; clipping, finstitut fir Theaterwissenschaft
Kritikenabteilung, Freie Universitat, Berlin.
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play, stylistically, is quite different from Johst's later wot¥s.

The content is also different. Rather than focus on great patriots orynilitar
figures, this play’s protagonist is the playwright Christian Dietrich Gralhervin
Carlson describes the German Romantic playwright’'s work as grotesque, full of
extravagant imagination and reveling in satire and burleSguehst’s play is short,
composed of nine scenes. At the beginning of the play, Grabbe is at the height of his
creativity. Then, in the second scene, his beloved wife dies delivering thorstil
child. This breaks Grabbe, who turns to alcohol for comfort. His life spirals
downward, he loses his last friend when he makes an advance towards his friend’s
wife, and ultimately he is let go by his publisher. His artistic promise ssagdaand
when he is confronted by his mother, he is forced to acknowledge the isolation and
deterioration of his life.

Hilpert himself directed the production, and the reviews point to the
production’s success. Franz Gotke remarks that Hilpert creates distinctaioties
different scenic locations within the pl&§. Westecker also praises Hilpert for giving
the piece new life with “a very worthy performance.” Westecketliek Hilpert
understood that the play was a “drama of the soul,” and called attention to Grabbe’s

“seizing want...stormy enthusiasm...and disappointm&ntHilpert’'s greatest

192 This flirtation with Expression by Nazi artistsquite popular in the early years of the
regime. Goebbels himself was drawn to Expressiongnd its place within Nazi cultural policy was
greatly debated in the early years of the Reiake Ghapter One for more information on this debate.

193 Marvin CarlsonThe German Stage in the Nineteenth Centigtuchen, NJ: Scarecrow
Press, Inc., 1972), 10.

194 Gotke, “Ein Menschenuntergang. ‘Der Einsame’ #amns Johst mit Theodor Loos im
Deutschen Theater.”

105 \westecker, “Das Seelerdrama eines Genies. Hhiofrsts ‘Der Einsame’ im Deutschen
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achievement appears to have been his interpretation of the mood and tone of the play,
and an understanding of Grabbe’s emotional state, “the intoxicating feeling of the
creative one...and the consciousness of human inadegiiads’a creative person
himself, it is not surprising that Hilpert was able to understand these teefing
intoxication and inadequacy, and the presence of these qualities within the play’s
characterization of Grabbe shed some light on Hilpert's choice of this particula
production for the Deutsches Theater repertoire.

In addition to praising Hilpert for capturing the proper tone for the production,
the reviewers praise his choice of actor for the lead role: Theodor Loos. His
performance is acclaimed in each review | consulted. Gotke calls the pamt@am
“An achievement of high artistic rank!” In Loos’s Grabbe, “the pain is as frtigea
bitter laughter,” and the fantastic genius is as genuine as the brooding drithkard.
Westecker points out that Loos altered his appearance to match Grabbe’s, with Loos
possessing Grabbe’s “famous high forehead.” But his praise of Loos goes beyond his
physical similarities to Grabbe. He writes that Loos fills “the cliff, strongly
monological role with an unusual projecting strength in the beautiful-sounding
language. He steered reliably through the cliffs of emotionalism andd#re
substantial performancé” Richard Biedrzynski supports the positive assessment of

Loos’s portrayal, commenting that Loos makes Grabbe very human, capturing his

Theater.”

1% Gotke, “Ein Menschenuntergang. ‘Der Einsame’ i#amns Johst mit Theodor Loos im
Deutschen Theater.”
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“childlike faith,” and his genius, his drunkenness, and finally the recognition of his
ruined life!®

By all accounts, Loos gave a tour de force performance, which was becoming
unusual in Hilpert's theatre as he sought to curtail the cultivation of thesagtarius
just for genius’ sake. He challenged the idea of a “star” system withihebtre
(although there were certainly famous actors working at the Deutschaeihe
instead placing the text and the entirety of the performance in the forefroan
Herbert lhering, supporter of Brecht and his distancing effects, was uoaupist
to Hilpert's subversion of the star system, writing “Hilpert wanted to pulaws of
art in the place of devastating individualism, but in doing this he frequently
obliterated the sovereign artist” But Hilpert’'s desire was simply a logical evolution
of his dedication to the text and his humanist view of the theatre, which was to be a
“resort of humanity” and illuminate the human condition for the audi€&hdeven in
this case, the strength and centrality of Loos’s performance grows oettekth
Grabbe is the central character within the play, dominating the piece, antbthe ac
playing Grabbe must carry the production. The piece is a star vehicle, and Loos’s
performance is not an endorsement of a star system of actors but a reflection of
Hilpert’s loyalty to his interpretation of the play.

The attention to other roles did not suffer, despite Loos’s dominance of the

production. The supporting roles were very warmly received. As Gotke wrhtes, “t

199 Richard Biedrzynski, “Im Deutschen Theater. Tidigéides Einsamen. Hanns Johst
Grabbedrama mit Theodor Loos in der Hauptrolle,date, n.p.; clipping file, Institut fur
Theaterwissenschaft Kritikenabteilung, Freie Unsitét, Berlin.

10 Jhering,Regie 80.
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smallest role of the ...piece is occupied with perfection.” He mentions Friedrich
Maurer’s court usher as an excellent example of how a “meager shape ofoale epis
can gain its own human outlines?’ Hilpert was praised for fully integrating these
smaller roles into the action of the play, linking them to Grabbe’s*fa#& complete,
integrated production was Hilpert's goal, and that relied on fully developedotiies
across the board, not merely in the starring role. And, according to the reviews,
Hilpert’'s production successfully achieved that goal.

Although the bombastic, overblown pro-Nazi sentiment found in Johst’s later
work is absent ilDer Einsamethe politics of the playwright and his position within
the Nazi bureaucracy was surely not forgotten by the audience—it waslganti
ignored by the critics. Several of them take special pains in their re\aensrition
thevdlkischqualities of the work. Wilhelm Westecker, Walter Horn, and Richard
Biedrzynski all favorably compare Grabbe to Kleist, so that the very choice etsubj
matter makes this\&lkischplay. It is about a great German artist who lived in a
time which Nazi ideology mythologized as a previous apex of German culture and
political strength. This appreciation of Grabbe was held by important Nazdigisr
well. Wilhelm Westecker points out in his review that Dramaturg of the FRaater
Schlésser called Grabbe “the onfjikischvisionary of his time ™

Westecker comments that Johst interprets the biographical facts as “the

12 Gotke, “Ein Menschenuntergang. ‘Der Einsame’ #amns Johst mit Theodor Loos im
Deutschen Theater.”

113 Biedrzynski, “Im Deutschen Theater. Tragddie Besamen. Hanns Johst Grabbedrama
mit Theodor Loos in der Hauptrolle,” and Westeckédas Seelerdrama eines Genies. Hanns Johsts
‘Der Einsame’ im Deutschen Theater.”

114 Westecker, “Das Seelerdrama eines Genies. Hhofrsts ‘Der Einsame’ im Deutschen
Theater.”
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general circumstances of a genius from German blood.” He specificaiyatahtion
to the German nature of Grabbe’s blood, a typical trope of Nazi ideology.
Westecker’s own political viewpoint is clearly announced when he remarkf¢hat t
play itself contains all of the “elements of the German life-feeligch was
betrayed at that time by so mart{®.” For Westecker, Johst’s work stands in contrast
to the betrayal of the Weimar Republic that occurred just one year affgayheas
written. But Westecker is not alone in ki#kischreading of the play. Walter Horn
remarks thaDer Einsamestands against the “stage liberalism” and “cultural purge”
of the Weimar Republic. He goes on to state that the play is a perfect exdutinge
theatre as a “cultish place of the people, a carrier...of mental strengtie for
community.”*® Horn goes beyond framing the play as a strong stand against the evil
liberalism that plagued Germany in the time of the Weimar Republic. For Han, t
play is a fulfilment of what the theatre should be within the Nazi regimeistiaa
meeting place to imbue the German people with pride and strength, solidifying and
inspiring theVolk And this kind of inspiration would be particularly striking and
useful during wartime.

There is no indication, nor is there any reason to believe, that Hilpert intended
to stage the quintessential Nazi play. If that had been his intention, the motes fam
Johst history playSchlageteor Thomas Paingould have been more appropriate.

Yes, Hilpert did bow to Nazi pressure and stage works by Nazi-favoredrmiaysy

15 |pid.

116 \Walter Horn, “Genie Ohne Volk. Heute im DeutscHéwater: ‘Der Einsame’ von Hanns
Johst,” May 24, 1941, n.p; clipping file, Instifiiir Theaterwissenschaft Kritikenabteilung, Freie
Universitat, Berlin.
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but mostly in the pre-war years; many of those plays were now out of favor. Why,
then, did Hilpert choose to stage a play by Johst that could so easily be interpreted a
supportive of Nazi ideology?

There might have been some political maneuvering in the decision to stage a
play by Johst. The relationship between Hilpert and Rainer Schilésser, alwagsl ma
by tension, became particularly stormy while Hilpert was planning the 1941/42
season. While artistically solid, the Deutsches Theater did not draw tlemeidi
numbers of the more flamboyant, star-driven Berliner Staatstheater, avhaiht
was of great concern to Schlosser. Schldsser went so far as to suggest tahdiiper
he take a vacation and recuperate from a recent iliness. Hilpert declineds&célos
offer, writing in a letter that he did not want to be known as the one who “was not
sufficient to lead a theatre because he was not healthy.” He went on to say that hi
health had nothing to do with running the Deutsches Th&atExentually a
compromise was struck, with a season that predominantly featured Gernsarsclas
Schiller, Raimund, and three plays by Kleist. There were no new Shakespeare
productions, only six performancesTdie Taming of the Shrewom the previous
season, and Shaw¥ou Never Can Tell

This tension between Schldsser and Hilpert had long been brewing, stemming
from Hilpert’s isolation from the Ministry and the lack of acceptable Nagipl
staged at the Deutsches Theater. Schlésser was not as willing to push degyide
and cultural policy aside as Goebbels, and was angered by Hilpert’s lack of

dedication to the new Nazi theatre. Hilpert's decision to dbeydEinsameduring

17 Dillman, 161.
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this time (although a year before the case mentioned in the previous paragraphs),
while continuing to stage the somewhat subversive morning celebrations, can
certainly be read as a political concession to Schldsser and his office ioramoeff
mollify the Dramaturg of the Reich.

But this play also appealed to Hilpert’s artistic aesthetic and philosoplsy. Hi
vision of the theatre was deeply grounded by a humanistic view of the world. In
1942, Hilpert wrote that the task of the theatre was “to hold up before our suffering
and seeking brethren the complete image of mankitdlhis play certainly achieves
that aim, looking at a man as he falls from grace, the whole while strugglingte cre
something of artistic worth. That connection to mankind, as well as the play’s focus
on creativity and art, help to explain why Hilpert would choose to direct this play.
Hilpert's quest to bring humanity to his audience given the lack of humanity espoused
by the Nazi regime can in itself be seen as a subtle political act. Bigwehais
reasons, his choice produced another result. Regardless of intention, staging a play
by Johst in the midst of wartime could be read as a legitimization of Niaarad
policy.

One of the last productions at the Deutsches Theater before the closuire of al
Berlin theatres in September 1944 was Shakespegne’sVinter's Taledirected by
Hilpert. Hilpert had directed the production at the Deutsches Theater in 1935, but it
had not been included in the repertoire since that season. This production featured a
new cast and was greeted very warmly by the reviewers, usurping resmithe

earlier production.

18 Hilpert, Formen des Theaterd3.
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Caspar Neher was the set designer for the production, creating a landscape
“which scoffs at all geography, in order to give further clearance to titasfg” a
landscape “dipped . . . into a wonderful fairy-tale blue, with an enormous floating
canopy . . . while on the dome horizon a mountain panorama greets, or the asterisk-
scattered sky shine$'” The understated design allowed the text and the performance
to shine. Florian Kienzl compared the simplicity of the piece to the simplicthyeof
original Shakespearean performances at the Gibbe.

The reviews unanimously praised the production and Hilpert’s direction.
Kienzl remarks that the play “became a rare joy—as performancecomtmues that
in the past, directors sought to hide the more fantastical and unbelievable behavior
the play and its characters in a grand operatic style with large scenesamdisi
dance, but not Hilpert. For example, past productions of the play included elaborate
choreographed ballets for the sheep shearing celebration. Hilpert’'s prodanttbe,
other hand, had a “casual, rural dance,” in the background which served as a foil for
the main action taking plac€hoices such as this created a “more honest and clean”
production, and the simplicity “let each attraction work unstressed, [and] gave the
play the expression of the original theati@.”

Richard Biedrzynski also admired the production, especially the tone set by

Hilpert. He observes that with his productionAo¥Vinter’s Tale Hilpert captures the

119 paul Kersten, “Berauscht von so viel SchénhBias Wintermarchen’ mit der Dorsch und
Balser im Deutschen TheateBérliner Lokal-AnzeigerApril 29, 1944, n.p.; clipping file, Heinz
Hilpert Archiv, Akademie der Kiinste.

120 Florian Kienzl, “Shakespeares alte-neue Geddals. Wintermarchen mit Kathe Dorsch im
Deutschen TheaterI2 Uhr-Blatt April 29, 1944, n.p.; clipping file, Heinz HilpeArchiv, Akademie
der Kunste.
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essence of “smiling under the tears,” and creates “utopian fairy sadiemees of the
south” and a romantic Arcadian setting. Biedrzynski writes that Hilpert tosk t
play, whose “improbability” makes it so difficult, and spins an “incomprehensibly
easy, tender fabric,” combining the sense of “earnestness and loutish behavior, . . .
grace and celebratio” Ludwig Brunhuber also praised the tone of the play,
admiring Hilpert’'s direction that revealed Shakespeare’s wisdom and bewgiime “
each scene more of a festive gift, a fairy tale in the most beautiful sethsevadrd,
an enchantment of the finest artistic culture and mysticism of knowlédig this
production, Hilpert appeared to have created that theatre of serene graeetthd
advocated as early as 1936. He was able to capture the light, effortlexs dééhe
earlier comedies he had directed, but combined it with a serenity, andsgtdime
sadness that captured the imagination and attention of the audience.

A great deal of credit for the production’s success was due to the
performances of Ewald Balser as Leontes and Kathe Dorsch as HerrRiaule
Kersten writes that to hear Balser speak is “to hear a special benbftirea,” and
praises his convincing shift from quick-tempered rashness to genuine, quiet
humility.** Florian Kienzl agrees with Kersten’s praise. He commends Balser for his

portrayal of Leontes, who did not “somehow try to psychologically deduce”

122 Richard Biedrzynski, “Nachspiel zum ‘Othello’: 8 Winterméarchen’ von Heinz Hilpert
neu inszeniert im Deutsches Theat&filkischer BeobachteMay 1944, n.p; clipping file, Heinz
Hilpert Archiv, Akademie der Kiinste.

123 | udwig Brunhuber, “ ‘Das Winterméarchen’ Erstauffiing im Deutschen Theater,”
Berliner MorgenpostApril 30, 1944, n.p.; clipping file, Heinz HilpeArchiv, Akademie der Kinste.

124 paul Kersten, “Berauscht von so viel SchonhBias Wintermarchen’ mit der Dorsch und
Balser im Deutschen Theater.”
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Leontes’s jealousy, but, in Kienzl's words, “simply, there it wa&s For Kienzl,
Balser’s agony was so urgent and elemental that Leontes became fiexireecdnd
moving than Othello (which was currently playing at the Staatstheater). reRicha
Biedrzynski commends Balser for making Leontes’s madness convincinger Bal
very natural, but more importantly, he maintains the “melody of the language.” For
Biedrzynksi, there are few actors of the “classical stage” who soadebuyet
sincerely capture Shakespeare’s langu&ge.

Dorsch’s Hermione received equal admiration. Kersten calls her Hermione
“feminine and good natured,” the ideal image of the fairy tale gtiedfienzI
compares Dorsch’s “simple motherly blondeness” to a Durer Mad&hRachter
writes that with her deeply felt performance, Dorsch brought “melody to tHe"wor
giving a richer, deeper portrayal than is the custom with thé?’oRiedrzynski also
calls her a Madonna, and notes that the role of Hermione is essentially a passive one
with her main objective being the proclamation of her innocence. It is here that
Dorsch triumphs for Biedrzynski, reproaching Leontes’s error “with qoiefptaint

instead of with loud accusation—that is the secret and human revelation of this

125 Florian Kienzl, “Shakespeares alte-neue Geddals. Wintermarchen mit Kathe Dorsch im
Deutschen Theater.”

126 Richard Biedrzynski, “Nachspiel zum ‘Othello’: 8 Winterméarchen’ von Heinz Hilpert
neu inszeniert im Deutsches Theater.”

127 Kersten, “Berauscht von so viel Schonheit. ‘Daistétmarchen’ mit der Dorsch und
Balser im Deutschen Theater.”

128 Kienzl, “Shakespeares alte-neue Gestalt. Dasaifirdrchen mit Kathe Dorsch im
Deutschen Theater.”

129 paul Fechter, “Shakespeares ‘Wintermérchen’ R&ess Theater,Deutsche Allgemeine
Zeitung April 29, 1944, n.p.; clipping file, Heinz HilpeArchiv, Akademie der Kiinste.
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scene.” The descriptions of Dorsch’s Hermione do reflect some Nazi beliefs about
the ideal woman: blond, essentially passive, ultimately devoted to her husband. But
this was not a radical departure from the role’s portrayal in the past. Docsorece
the most praise for taking the ideal depiction of the falsely accused queen and
imbuing her with sincerity, warmth and believability.

Paul Fechter calls Hilpert’'s productionAfWinter's Talé'perhaps ...the
most beautiful [performance] of this seasét.Paul Kersten concurs, writing that
the grateful audience is “drunk from so much beatityThe choice of play was a
wise one for Hilpert. It played to his strengths, and reflected his own philosbphy
what the theatre should be, reflecting both the triumph and suffering of humanity,
aspiring to a religious condition. The choice is also understandable given theseali
outside of the theatre. Hilpert staged a play filled with serious, in factydeadl
misunderstandings and errors in judgement. But in the end, love and unity prevail,
light triumphs over darkness. This hopeful tone would strike a particular chord with a
theatre-going public that had received instructions on how to respond if there was an
air-raid during the evening’s performance. There is no mention of politics and
ideology is absent from the reviews. There was a life affirming qualityet
production, but it did not offer the empty escapism or light comedy espoused by
Hitler in the later war years. With this production, Hilpert appears to hénevad

his goal of creating a humanistic, a-political theatre.

130 Biedrzynski, “Nachspiel zum ‘Othello’: ‘Das Wintaarchen’ von Heinz Hilpert neu
inszeniert im Deutsches Theater.”

131 Fechter, “Shakespeares ‘Winterméarchen’ Deutsthester.”

132 Kersten, “Berauscht von so viel Schonheit. ‘Daistétmarchen’ mit der Dorsch und
Balser im Deutschen Theater.”
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Four months later, the Deutsches Theater, along with all other theatres in
Berlin, were closed as part of the “total war effort.” Shortly before thsuce,
Hilpert was accused of making anti-Nazi statements in a railwapgar A
conversation between Hilpert and the surgeon Dr. Sauerbruch was overheard by a Dr.
Mahlo, a bureaucrat in the Ministry for Popular Enlightenment and Propaganda. In
this conversation, Hilpert mentioned that he “had only known decent J8ws.”
Because of these statements, Hilpert was questioned by the Gestapo. When theat
workers were called up for war work in factories, Hilpert was the onlyrthdaector
to be called up, and he worked in the Telefunken factory, even though he was fifty-
four years old* When Goebbels set up thielkssturmhome army) to engage the
Allied armies in street combat, Hilpert was called to active servieeorty escaped
serving because an empathetic doctor diagnosed him with suffering a mild heart
attack™® No doubt his overheard comments, along with his ambivalent, sometimes
stormy relationship with the Ministry for Popular Enlightenment and Propagadda a
Rainer Schldsser led to Hilpert's last appointment within the Third Reich.

The relationship between the Deutsches Theater and the Nazi regime was one
of many highs and lows. While Carl Ludwig Achaz did his best to toe the paety li
and create a theatre that reflected the ideology and developing cultucizspol the
Third Reich, he was ultimately unsuccessful. He attempted to stage a vision of the

new Germany, but the inconsistent artistic quality of the productions was not

133 Dr. Mahlo’s comments are reprinted in Dillman9180.
134 Dillman, 193.

135 5trobl, 173.
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acceptable to an audience that was used to the high quality of Max Reinhardt’s
Deutsches Theater, Joseph Goebbels included. Achaz was caught between Goebbels,
who was interested in a high quality theatre that he could point to as a representati
jewel of the Berlin theatre, and ideologues like Alfred Rosenberg, for whom a pure
ideologically sound theatre was the only goal. Achaz was not skilled enough to
please Goebbels or radical enough to please the radical camp, and his tenure as
Intendant of the Deutsches Theater came to an end after a little over a yea

Ultimately, Goebbels won the power struggle for political control of the
cultural landscape. And as the man in political control of the Deutsches Theater
maintaining a popular, high quality theatre consistently took precedence over
adherence to Nazi policy and ideology. When it became clear that the “heroic,”
“romantic,” “non-sentimental” theatre of the Third Reich was not going toganbe
simply changed gears, concentrating on a theatre that presented thetliestrttem
culture had to offer. He offered Heinz Hilpert the position as Intendant to achieve
the high level of quality Goebbels desired.

But Goebbels and Schldsser were constantly frustrated by just how
uninterested Hilpert was in reflecting Nazi ideology. His repertoireistedsmostly
of classical plays, with a few Nazi-approved plays thrown in to appease hisgboliti
critics. Hilpert never joined the Nazi party, an admirable stand but one thiidcrea
political problems for him. He tried to isolate himself, as best he could, from the
political machinations of the Ministry. He used the Deutsches Theater to smuggle hi
Jewish mistress out of the country (with Goebbels’s knowledge) and employed

colleagues like Engel and Neher, whose past associations with Brechtheade t
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both politically suspect. These circumstances led to the famous quote, atttdoute
Goebbels, that the Deutsches Theater was “like a concentration camp on vacation.”
According to Wilhelm Hortmann, Hilpert was on Goebbels’s list of those to be killed
after Germany’s victory?®

Hilpert was bound by his allegiance to pre-Nazi theatrical values and German
theatrical history. Hortmann argues that Hilpert was a-political byengauclaim
Griundgens also made, which | will discuss in the next chapter), and not intemested i
being politically active on any levél. But Hortmann, as well as Glen Gadberry,
praise Hilpert for his artistic resistance to Nazi cultural policyrtidann writes that
Hilpert's (and Griindgens’s) ability:

... at the very center of Nazi surveillance, to preserve the spirit of their

institutions, to shield endangered individuals from persecution, to fend off

infiltration and minimize concessions to the regime, . . . are proof of

honourable conduct under adverse and even dangerous circum&tances.
Some of that ability can be attributed to Goebbels’s willingness to overlook glolitic
insubordination. But, there is no doubt that Hilpert risked a great deal to stay true to
his humanistic view of the theatre and preserve the reputation of the Deutsches
Theater.

But this line of reasoning brings up a larger question: is it possible to remain
a-political within such a highly politicized society? If Hilpert produceday that

has been appropriated by the Nazi regime as an example of a “German” pldne and t

production itself was not outwardly subversive, did that production support the

136 Hortmann, 125.
137 bid., 116.

138 |pid., 120.

150



cultural policies of the Reich? As Hortmann asks, “had they [the directors] not
indirectly supported the Nazi regime by giving it a cultural gloss arallbywing the
Nazis to appropriate achievements utterly alien to their spifit?”

Was Nazi cultural policy staged at the Deutsches Theater? Perhapsheot in
way intended by Hitler and Goebbels in the early years of the Third Reich, but on
some level, it was. Quite simply, one cannot create theatre in a vacuum, atel despi
Hilpert’'s best intentions, his productions could be interpreted as an endorsement, or at
the very least, as a validation of the current political regime. While Hésehltewed
the bombastic propagandistic plays and productions that marked the Achaz
directorship of the theatre for a more serene, humanistic theatre, the audigdce c
never forget the swastika flags flying in the courtyard, nor could they ignere t

presence of Goebbels himself in his own private box.

139 |pid., 116.
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Chapter Four-- Berliner Staatstheater

Of the three theatres I've examined in this project, the Nazi era of thedBer
Staatstheater is the most written about, and therefore the most well-known. Not
surprisingly, given the dichotomy that exists when discussing Nazi era tttbatre
Staatstheater is viewed in one of two ways. On the one hand, the theatre ia seen vi
the context of Klaus Mann’s novBlephistqg a book written about his ex-brother-in-
law and lover, Gustaf Griindgens, who was the Intendant at the Staatstheater from
1934 to 1944. In the book, the character based on Griindgens is a neurotic, talented
and ambitious actor and director. He is a man without scruples who makes a deal
with the devil (the Nazis) to further his career and keep himself safe. Ifeyedav
use the book as a contextual lens, then Grindgens, and by extension the theatre he
ran, is a prime example of an artist abandoning his principles for security aedsuc
even if that meant embracing and endorsing the theatrical policies of zhpaxty.
On the other hand, the Staatstheater was home to what is considered to be the only
open protest of the National Socialist regime ever to be staged in Nazi grman
Jirgen Fehling’s 1937 productionRichard Ill. Using this production as context,
the Staatstheater was the one brave theatre that dared to question the regime.

But, as is the case with most dichotomies, this pro-/anti- regime viewpoint
does not do an adequate job of interrogating what was staged at the Berliner

Staatstheater during the eleven years of the Third Reich. Much like thelssuts

! Klaus MannMephistq trans. Robin Smith (New York: Penguin Books, 1996he book
paints Grindgens in such a negative light that @géns’s adopted son sued to have the book banned
after it was published in West Germany in 1968e Tésulting ban was not lifted in West Germany
until 1981.



Theater discussed in the previous chapter, the Staatstheater reafintredisted
the aesthetic and cultural policies of the Nazis, often within the samensélHs®
extreme range and diversity of the productions within those eleven yeard| as we
the shifts in political favoritism and theatrical policy they representhsestage of
the Staatstheater apart from the other two theatres in this study and rowdltp be
the most accurate representation of the issues inherent in staging Namiahea
ideology and policy within Nazi Berlin.

The Staatstheater, with its long and distinguished history, was seen as an
important venue for both creating a new Nazi theatrical aesthetic ahohizigig
Nazi culture. The theatre, originally the Konigliches Schauspielhaus, wasbuilt
1774 for court presentations of French comedies. The theatre’s prosperity solidifie
under the direction of August Wilhelm Iffland. According to Elisabeth Schulz
Hostetter, Iffland’s tenure as Intendant defined the “artistic idealperformance
traditions” of the Schauspielhafisunder his direction, the Schauspielhaus eschewed
the Romantic playwrights and became known for critically acclaimed priodsaaif
classics by Schiller and Shakespeare. Iffland’s legacy at the theastigow
monumental that his portrait remained in a prominent position in the administrative
office regardless of the political climate.

During Iffland’s tenure the theatre was completely renovated in 1802 by Karl

Langhans, designer of Berlin’s Brandenburg Gate. According to Hostetter,

2 Elisabeth Schulz Hostettdhe Berlin State Theater under the Nazi Regime-udySif the
Administration, Key Productions, and Critical Respes from 1933-1944.ewiston, NY: Edwin
Mellen Press, 2004), 30.

® For an in-depth account of Iffland’s tenure & 8taatstheater, see Alfred MURynd um
den Gendarmenmarkt von Iffland bis Griindgétamburg: Gerhard Stalling Verlag, 1965).
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Langhans’s design broke with the tradition of basing theatre architectitediam or
French models. She writes that the theatre “defined a new movement toward a
specifically Prussian/Germanic style of architectirelhe theatre burned to the
ground in 1817 and was redesigned by Karl Friedrich Schinkel. When it reopened in
1821, the theatre:

featured a long, impressive stairway flanked at the front by two lions and

leading to a six columned entryway. Two classical friezes accentealothe r

of the building, and a massive statue of a warrior in a chariot topped the

structure. Internally the theater maintained classed seating with a bamd pi
gallery design.
The Neo-classical design was suggestive of a Greek temple. The elaladuateof
the design reflected Prussia’s growing power and desire to be the cemteatainal,
German culture. It also foreshadowed the dominance of classical and neaklassic
architecture within the National Socialist regime.

Kaiser Wilhelm Il authorized some renovations to the theatre in 1904, but
those renovations were limited to necessary structural repairs and a diogvokihe
auditorium. The Kaiser himself paid for 39% of the renovations, a fact which
illustrates the importance of the theatre within the cultural landscape cifytfand
Germany as well. Kaiser Wilhelm also kept a tight reign on the types «f ipdaiyg
produced at the royal theatre, refusing to allow “decadent works” to be pedorm

there, often firing directors who disagreed with his conservative aiesthet

That conservative tradition came to an abrupt end with the end of World War |

4 Hostetter, 25.
5 |bid.

5 Ibid., 31.
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and Wilhelm’s flight to Holland in 1918. With the advent of the Weimar Republic,
the theatre changed more than its name, exchanging the “Koéniglicheghwitmore
democratic “Staatliches.” Under the direction of Leopold Jessner, thaBizsitl
Schauspielhaus embraced the experimental theatre of the Weimar Républic.
Jessner’s inaugural production of SchillaNdhelm Tel] described by
Michael Patterson as a “cultural ‘visiting-card’ of the Weimar RepuBlatyandoned
the conservative aesthetic of the Staatliches Schauspielhaus, polarizimgptine-
going public and creating a theatrical scandal. The choice of the classeeveas
an appropriate one, but Jessner took the work out of its historical context, making it
“an unambiguously republican affait.'Gessler, the Austrian vice-regent who forces
Tell to shoot the famed apple off of the head of Tell's son, wore a costume which
resembled a Prussian uniform, the play’s most patriotic lines were cutt thasse
symbolic and suggestive rather than realistic, and the riot which greetedgpeni
night almost stopped the performance. The traditionalist audience members who
yearned for the old days of the Kaiser’s regime were horrified at thengetof the
beloved German classic, but the protests went beyond the intellectual level of
aesthetic differences. In the eyes of some audience members, the prodastion w
seen as a rejection of German national identity. As Gerwin Strobl writes in hi

insightful examination of the production, Jessner “turned a plagtidnallliberation

" For more information on Jessner and his leadershihe Staatliches Schauspielhaus, see
Michael PattersorRevolution in German Theatre 1900-198®ston: Routledge & Degan Paul,
1981) and WillettTheatre of the Weimar Republic

8 Ppatterson, 88.

° Gerwin StroblThe Swastika and the Stage. German Theatre aridt0t933-1945
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007), 16.
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into one ofpolitical liberation.™® This would be disconcerting to a conservative,
nationalist audience member under normal circumstances, but against the backdrop of
the humiliating defeat of World War 1, the Treaty of Versailles, and thepect
attack on Germany itself, the conservatives were outraged. There wgstalso
another layer to the disgust with the new direction of the Schauspielhaus. A certai
faction of the nationalist, right-wing conservative movement firmly cotaae
Jessner’s production to his identity as a Jewish diréctiorlabeling the production
as the product of “yet another” Jewish director in Berlin, the anti-Sengtichad a
clear example of what the decadent and degenerate Jews were doing tovbe bel
theatrical institutions of Berlin.

The bad reviews in nationalist newspapers and growing anti-Semitism in the
waning years of the Weimar Republic eventually led to Jessner’'sagsigm 1930,
just two years before Max Reinhardt would hand over the Deutsches Theater to Karl
Heinz Martin and Rudolf Beer. And, like Reinhardt, Jessner fled Germany in 1933.

In the last few years of the Weimar Republic, Ernst Legal, an actor and
director from Darmstadt, was named the Intendant of the Staatstheater. The
repertoire during his tenure reflected the political upheaval of the timeedember
1931, Jurgen Fehling stagBduhnachta nationalistic blood and soil peasant drama
by the Austrian playwright Richard Billinger. Seven weeks later BertotttBre
directedMann ist Mannaccording to his theories of “gestic” acting.

When Hitler was named Reich Chancellor on January 30, 1933, the

0 Ipid., 30.

1 willett, 67.
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Staatstheater became a theatre of the Third Reich and was quickly subsumeed in t
seizure of power. Hermann Goring, as the Prussian Minister President, quickly
moved to secure control of the Prussian state theatres before Goebbels could do the
same'?> He was not only given permission to make staffing decisions, he was given a
mandate to “carry out the reorganization of the [Berlin Staats]theater intorde
continue the old Prussian tradition of cultivating exemplary'artThis statement
clearly illustrates one aspect of the National Socialist agenda irdscigethe
Staatstheater, mainly to legitimize the regime through the “retadlah” of German
culture. In doing so, the German public could be reassured that the new regime was a
cultured one whose only desire was to return Germany to its former glory. By
associating the Third Reich with the larger idea of a romanticized, historica
“German-ness,” the Nazis hoped to bring legitimacy to a party that waargyim
associated with street thugs and peasants.

As in other theatres across Germany, the Nazi seizure of power resulted in
significant changes in the company of the theatre. According to Hans Daiber, t
actors out of the sixty-two member company lost their positions due to religion,
ethnic background, or political affiliation. Numerous technicians also lostjotsit*
Goring also fired the Intendant and placed Dr. Franz Ulbrich in the position. Ulbrich
was a conservative director who had been the head of the national theatres in Weimar,

a stronghold of playwrights and theatre practitioners with National Socesisinigs.

12 For more information on the rivalry between Gaalbtand Géring, see chapters one and
three.

13 Georg Droescher, quoted in Hostetter, 40.

14 Hans DaiberSchaufenster der Diktatur: Theater im Machtberdititiers (Stuttgart:
Verlag Gunther Neske, 1995), 57.
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As such, he appeared particularly well-suited for the task of turning thetBS¢adds

into an exemplary National Socialist theatre. And although Géring had wirestle
control of the Staatstheater away from Goebbels, Goebbels made sure heyhad a sa
at least one position. As head of the Chamber of Culture, Goebbels hired the fervent
National Socialist playwright Hanns Johst for the position of Staatstlirataaturg.

Johst would therefore function as Goebbels’s eyes in his rival’s theatre, efengv

a black SS uniform to the Staatstheater to intimidate the conipany.

The inaugural production of the Staatstheater in the Third Reich was, not
surprisingly, a highly politicized event. The premieré&ohlageterwritten by the
dedicated National Socialist playwright and Staatstheater dramaturg Barsts
took place on April 20, 1933, and was meant to be a special treat for the Fiuhrer’s
birthday. Upon finishingchlagetein 1932, Johst had dedicated it to Hitler, and it
had been broadcast via German radio in the run-up to the March 1933 elections, but
the play had never been staged before the night of Hitler’s birthday. Hitlselhim
attended the premiere, as did Goebbels and Goéring. The choice of that partigular pla
on that particular night, a night filled with much pomp and circumstance, clearly and
strongly conveyed a strong political message about the role of the Stdatstindze
new regime. It was to reclaim the artistic excellence of old, but it @jsaled a new
age for German theatre by producing the “heroic, steely romantics @lagbbels
envisioned when discussing Nazi art in 1933.

The choice of Johst, ai®thlagetein particular, was not a surprising one.

Johst was well-known within the National Socialist theatre community. Hidler

15 Hostetter, 47.
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enjoyed the 1920 premiere of his pRgr Kénig® which implored leaders to rule

with an iron fist. According to John London, Hitler saw the play seventeentimes.
His playThomas Painewhich premiered in 1927, was considered by critic Hermann
Wanderscheck to be “the first political drama of the new Germ&ny.”

In SchlageterJohst romanticized the martyred Leo Schlageter, a German
veteran of World War | who opposed the French invasion and occupation of the
industrial Ruhr valley in 1923 as a means of extracting war reparations, and the
Weimar Republic’s policy of passive resistance to the invasion. Afterfowd a
French transport filled with German coal, Schlageter was captured ecuted in a
public square in 1923.

Not surprisingly, Schlageter was embraced by the National Socialister Hit
praised him irMein Kampas an “uncompromising nationalist.”As Elizabeth
Schulz Hostetter writes, his wholesome upbringing (the son of a lower-middte cl
Catholic farmer), military aggressiveness (he also fought in a privati @gainst
the Bolsheviks in the early 1920s), and his dedication to Germany made him “the
ideal model for a potential SS mafl.”And the play is not subtle about this point: in
the second act a character says of Schlageter “We youth who stand besidetSchl

do not support him because he was the last soldier of the World War, but because he

18 Ipid., 75.

7 John London, “Introduction,” itheatre Under the Nazied John London, (Manchester:
Manchester University Press, 2000), 7.

8 Hermann WanderschedBeutsche Dramatik der GegenwéRBerlin: Bong, 1938), 93.
The Staatstheater productionTdfomas Painevill be discussed later in this chapter.

9 Hitler, Mein Kampf trans. Ralph Manheim (Boston: Houghton Mifflinit@pany, 1971), 4.

2 Hostetter, 81.
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is the first soldier of the Third Reich” The structure of the play is not
revolutionary; its thematic content and tone are what claSsifjagetemas a new,
National Socialist work. It is inherentilkisch featuring a group of young men
who stand up to evil outside forces to defend the German people. The dialogue is
sentimental, the rhetoric exaggerated, full of heroic monologues.

But the choice oSchlagetewas meant to appeal to audience members who
were not Nazi Party members and make them sympathetic to the Nazi regme. A
Gerwin Strobl notes, the occupation of the Ruhr had “caused a profound national
trauma.” Many Germans felt impotent in their inability to stop the invasion and
subsequent occupation. Strobl writes that “it is not too fanciful to suggest that they
felt as a father would who had been forced to watch an intruder break into his house
and rape his child®® Even those who were not committed Nazis would probably
have been sympathetic to the subject matter of the play. To further win overcaudie
members to his cause, Johst has his hero begin the play unsure of what to do, echoing
the arguments of moderate Germans who were horrified by the occupation but
reluctant to fight against it. As the play goes on, Schlageter, and byiertdres
audience members, are convinced that the only course is one of defiant action.

The production itself was widely publicized in the weeks leading up to its
premiere. Hostetter describes the number of advertisements in conservative

newspapers as “conspicuods.’Excerpts from the script were broadcast on the radio

% Hanns JohsSchlagetein Giinther Riihle, edeit und Theater Diktatur und Exil: 1933-
1945(Berlin: Propyléaen Verlag, 1974), 115.

22 gtrobl, 38-9.

2 Hostetter, 87.

160



during peak listening hours. The amount of publicity, the date of the premiere, the
venue; all of these factors made it clear to the public that this was to bé&aapoli
event, as well as a theatrical one. The conflation of the political and thecdleatr
was in many ways the goal of the evening, an example of the National $ocialis
theatrical aesthetic, as well as a useful propaganda tool for the regimeritithe

were obviously aware of the political nature of the evening: the review Bettieer
Morgenpostlisted the names of the Nazi officials attending the production before
mentioning the play’s nanfé.

One of the play’s actors added another layer of political interest to the
production. The part of Alexandra, the female lead and Schlageter’s lovetinteres
was played by Emmy Sonnemarfdchlagetemarked her debut in Berlin, a debut
made possible by her long-time boyfriend, Minister President Hermann Goéring
Goring had met Sonnemann before the seizure of power when she was an actress at
the National Theatre in Weimar. When he took office in Prussia, he brought the forty
year old Sonnemann to Berlin and gave her a job as a full time employee at the
Staatstheater as “a tribute of lov@."She would later go on to marry Géring and
retire from the stage, as acting was not a respectable professionficsttiaely of
Prussia . But her political connections certainly got her the part, and lefitite cr
with an interesting quandary. Although Goebbels had yet to outlaw criticeivse

of theatrical performances, the critics had to have known that it was in their best

2 W. R., “‘Schlageter: Schauspiel von Hanns damsStaatlichen Schauspielhaus,”
Berliner MorgenpostApril 21, 1933, n.p.,; clipping file, Wilhelm Riter Archiv, Akademie der
Kilnste.

% Hostetter, 92.
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interests to try and avoid outright negative comments about Emmy Sonnemann’s
performanceé® That being said, most of the reviews did not seem impressed with her
performance. Hans Flemming writes that the women were “less convincingly
represented,” but he qualifies that statement by noting that Johst “did not haedle the
characters with as much love because it was a man’s Pldyerbert lhering was the
most openly critical of her performance, writing that her acting was not up to par. H
writes that her dialogue was “weakly commanded,” and that her performaked la
the “final melting together of role and actdf.”

But most of the reviews focused on Sonnemann’s appearance, perhaps to
avoid an open critique of her performance. Flemming remarks that she igvattract
and even lhering acknowledges that she was physically well-suited foartheThe
review in theBerliner Morgenposhoted that Sonnemann was “sympathetic” and
“blonde.” In production photographs, Sonnemann looks like an archetypal Aryan
ingénue, if one could ignore the fact that she was forty. She is a tall, blue-eyed,
blonde woman. Her blonde hair is in a bun, her dress is conservative, as is her make-
up and her simple pearl necklace. The character’s focus on family, her loving support

of Schlageter and her devotion to his cause, combined with Sonnemann’s physical

% Those who felt that way were wise to trust th@gnition. In her bookWomen of the Third
Reich Anna Maria Sigmund writes that an opera singen wiade questionable comments about
Sonnemann’s reputation was arrested for her conaneStie served three years in jail for insultirg th
“First Lady of the Reich.” Anna Maria Sigmuridomen of the Third Rei¢®ntario: NDE
Publishing, 2000), 45-6.

%’ Hans Flemming, “ ‘Schlageter’: Staatstheatemtif21, 1933, n.p.; clipping file, Wilhelm
Richter Archiv, Akademie der Kunste.

% Herbert Ihering, “Staatliches Schauspielhaushi&geter,” Bérsen-Courier April 21,

1933.

2 W. R., “‘Schlageter: Schauspiel von Hanns JamsStaatlichen Schauspielhaus.”
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appearance, make her the example of a perfect National Socialist woman, af spite
Sonnemann’s age and acting skill.

In contrast to Sonnemann’s inexperience on the stage of the Staatstheater, the
role of General X, the villain of the play, was played by the highly respechentAl
Bassermann. Bassermann had worked with the great directors of the Weimar
Republic, including Max Reinhardt and Leopold Jessner. It was Bassermann who
played Wilhelm Tell in Jessner’s scandalous production at the Staatsthe9&9.

He was so well-respected that he was the bearer of the Iffland riegya@ously
handed down from generation to generation to the best actor in Germany.

Yet his high profile Weimar career did not make Bassermann lessiaéract
the Nazi bureaucrats running theeaterkammer To the contrary, his talent,
combined with his acceptable “racial” background, made Bassermann a kéydarge
“rehabilitation.” By reclaiming Bassermann, and other actors in a sisiilation,
the Nazis could prove that they were supportive of the theatre and in fact were
returning the theatre to its rightful stature; to do this, the Nazis knew tbdgae
talented actors working on Berlin stages.

Bassermann had a small role, not appearing on stage until the second act, but
when he stepped onto the stage he was met with enthusiastic applause before even
speaking a line, according to reviews. He was dressed in the uniform of the Weimar
Republic and had white hair. Hans Flemming calls Bassermann “heroic,” aesl wr
that watching him act with “unfailing assurance as he dramatizesmgofeen words

is a pleasurable experience.” He goes on to comment on his distinguished
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appearance, ultimately describing the performance as “unforgett&bléerbert

Ihering agreed, noting that although Bassermann was positioned in the background,
he performed with “an exhilaration that fascinated.” Ihering found Basser to be
marvelous throughout the productidn.

Although his performance was unanimously praised in all of the newspaper
reviews | encountered, in some ways Bassermann unintentionally underminésl Johst
play with his performance. As Hostetter remarks, the character of GX¥nsnaeant
to seem old-fashioned, ineffectual, a relic of the ffaut the reviews suggest that
in the hands of Bassermann, General X becomes as central to the production as
Schlageter, and is more sympathetic than Johst probably intended.

Despite this unforeseen situation, Bassermann did lend a great deal of
credibility to the production, and as Hostetter writes, may have drawn somgensem
of the liberal or moderate community into the theatre who might otherwise have
stayed away® By accepting the role, Bassermann gave the appearance of accepting
the regime. In 1952, Gustaf Griindgens wrote that based on Bassermann’s
appearance in the propaganda piece, “If 1933 was the judging hour [concerning who
was a collaborator], | can promise that Bassermann did not pass thé Hss"'may
have been defensiveness on Griindgens’s part, who after the war was decried as a

sympathizer and spent nine months in a Russian internment camp. Bassermann’s

Hans Flemming, “ ‘Schlageter’: Staatstheater.”
Herbert Ihering, “Staatliches Schauspielhausht&geter.™
% Hostetter, 100.

* Ibid., 101.

34 Daiber, 52.
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actions do not support this accusation, since Bassermann decided to emigrate shortly
after the production, and when Alexander Moissi, a talented Jewish actor, died in
Vienna, Bassermann laid the Iffland ring on his coffin “as if to indicatenthaictor
in the Nazi theatre was worthy to wearit.”

The role of Schlageter was also initially offered to a leading acttieof t
Weimar period, the known Communist sympathizer Hanns Otto. Unlike Bassermann,
Otto refused to accept the rdfeThe role was then offered to Lothar Miithel.
Mithel was not a star, but was a steadily working actor. His biggest acleietvem
prior to starring irSchlagetewas his direction ofaust lin 1932 which made Gustaf
Griundgens a star for his portrayal of Mephistopheles. Unlike Bassermann, Mithel
would eventually embrace the Nazis, joining the party in 1933 before all artigts we
legally required to be party members. He often spoke to fellow artists ie pfais
Hitler and the party, and he would later remark that starring as Leo Sehlage
allowed him to stand out as “the beacon of the people,” and provided the greatest
moment of his artistic careéf.

Most reviews praised Muthel’s performance, describing him as a “German
person filled with a will of steel and fervent enthusiasinErich Krafft described his

Schlageter as a man “in the struggle for his German homeland with the strongest

35 Wwiillett, 199.

% |ater that year, Otto was arrested by the SAisiparticipation in underground activities.
He was tortured and beaten to death in Novemb@&3.19

%7 Daiber, 167.

3 M.E., “Johsts “Schlageter’: Hitler-Feier im Ststhieater,” April 21, 1933, n.p.; clipping
file, Wilhelm Richter Archiv, Akademie der Kiinste.
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profoundness...a tender lover, and a determined figfiteCritics commented on
Mithels’s “German-ness” and were very positive in regards to Mithel’s perioana
But the most striking facet of MUthel's Schalgeter that helped cement trgsiiynaf

a new German man was his appearance, although it was not specificallgetisicus
the reviews.

The ideal image of an Aryan male, as venerated by Nazi propaganda, was an
attractive, tall, blond, blue-eyed, strong and muscular man. Muthel did not look
anything like this image. He was short, with dark hair and eyes and a round, rather
than chiseled face. Looking at production photos, it is clear that for the role of
Schlageter, Mtthel had a small, closely cropped mustache. There is no derntying tha
in this production, Muthel bore a close resemblance to Adolf Hitler. Schlageter’s r
as “the first soldier of the Third Reich” was made physically apparermniaeviee
Mdithel stepped on stage. The link Johst made between Schlageter and Hitler
transcended text and gained even greater power through the physical image.

But by far the most discussed aspect of the play in all the reviews |
encountered was the final scene of the play and the audience response to that
moment. In the final scene, the only one to take place outside, the curtain opened to
reveal Schlageter tied up moments before his execution. Muthel stood downstage,
facing the firing squad upstage. After Shlageter cried out “Germamgaked Turn
into a flame, into fire! Burn—beyond imagining¥the French fired their guns. The

volley of shots rang out not only towards Schlageter, but towards the audience as

%9 Erich Krafft, “DieTragodie Schlageters: Urauffilhg im Staatstheater,” April 21, 1933,
n.p.; clipping file, Wilhelm Richter Archiv, Akademder Kinste.

40 Johst, in Rihle, 139.
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well. The theatre went completely black as all the lights went out. Strobitcall
“perhaps the most effective moment in all of Nazi thedtreCritic Carl Weichardt
wrote that the scene “was followed by a paralyzed silence of emotional $hock.”
This last moment of the production cemented once and for all the connection between
the audience members and Schlageter himself. They, the citizens of Berk also
“new men” of Germany, exhorted by Schlageter to fight for the honor of Ggrnian
asked the audience members, in a moment of emotional shock, to take up the mantle
of the fallen martyr. The moment of unity, created by the communal experience of
live theatre, prompted audience members to ShyAnthem of GermamydThe
Horst Wessel SongWhile there is some question as to whether or not the singing
was spontaneous (critic Otto Ernst Hesse mentions a voice calling for thelsichg
very well might have come from a Nazi official or supporfdthe connection
between the emotional response of the audience and the political nature of the
evening was crystallized in those moments of song.

In terms of staging the new Nazi aesthetic, the play was extreowlgssful.
The play included all of the hallmarks of new Nazi theatre as described bgr&arb
Panse: “excessive nationalism, glorification of war and militaryhgdeefection of

democracy and a declaration of belief in the Fihrer stati.highlighted the

41 strobl, 38.

42 Carl Weichardt, “Johsts ‘Schlageter’ im StaatiotSchauspielhausBerliner
MorgenpostApril 21, 1933, n.p.; clipping file, Wilhelm Rit&r Archiv, Akademie der Kiinste.

3 Otto Ernst Hesse, “Hanns JohSthlageter Urauffiihrung im StaatstheateBerliner
Zeitung am MittagApril 21, 1933, n.p.; clipping file, Wilhelm Richtérchiv, Akademie der Kiinste.

4 Barbara Panse, “Censorship in Nazi Germany: Ififieence of the Reich’s Ministry of
Propaganda on German Theatre and Drama, 1933-194hs. Meg Mumford, ifrascism and
Theatre: Comparative Studies on the AestheticsRaiitics of Performance in Europe, 1925-1945
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impotency of the Weimar Republic in the face of French aggression, placing the
future of Germany in the hands of an idealized German martyr who is callecsthe fi
soldier of the Third Reich. As Gerwin Strobl observes, the production was a
celebration of the fall of the Weimar RepubficAnd critic Herbert Ihering, who was

not a Nazi supporter, points out that despite stylistic problems in the script,
specifically a strange mix of styles ranging from Expressionisheturalism, the
premiere was an “important evening,” and the play “a great succéssihg posits

that the political nature of the production may have been responsible for the success
of the evening, not the “dramatic tension,” or the actors thems&lvess true that

the political context of the evening was inescapable to the audience. Yet other
political, pro-Nazi productions had emerged and were not nearly as sucéessful.
Ihering’s label of “success” was echoed by every review, and most dvesllthe
emotional power of the last scene and the audience’s outburst of song. Clearly,
something in the play spoke to the audience. The traditional, domestic drama genre
gave audiences a familiar lens through which to view a highly politicized ntame
German history, while the electrifying last scene left the audiertiadeas if they

had witnessed something new and fresh. The play, while not embracing the new
forms called for by Nazi ideologues, served as an excellent propaganda piece,

instilling a feeling of unity and pride in the audience. The production at the

ed. Gunter Berghaus (Providence: Berghahn Bo®@&6)1 147.
** Strobl, 36.

8 Herbert Ihering, “Staatliches Schauspielhaushi&geter.

4" See Chapter Three for a discussion of NSDAP paember Kurt Kluge'€wiges Volk
which premiered at the Deutsches Theater on Apfib33.
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Staatstheater was a successful example of what theatre as propagandehcemdd ac

Schlagetebecame the most performed new play in Germany. It was
performed thirty four times in 1933 at the Staatsthé&t&trobl writes that
productions appeared in more that one thousand venues in Germany during the 1933-
4 season, was broadcast by German radio at least fifteen times, and becedroé a pa
the school curriculurft? Yet like so many other new Nazi plays, the revolutionary
tone that mad&chlageteso successful and timely in the early years of the Reich
rendered it outdated and unnecessary after the Nazi's consolidation of power. A play
that advocated violence as a means of fighting an oppressive regime was nsdonge
attractive, and the piece fell out of favor. After two performances at thes®izater
in 1934, it disappeared from the repertoire.

Hanns Johst would also leave the Staatstheater in 1933. Johst’s play
Prophetena propagandistic retelling of Martin Luther’s story, was scheduled to
premiere on December 15, 1983But when people came to the theatre that night,
there was a handwritten sign on the door stating that the premiere would be delaye
due to an actor’s injured foot. This caused a great deal of commotion and confusion,
especially since the other actors had no knowledge of the injury. In fact, the injury
was fabricated; Goring had ordered the delay after the dress rehedigal &as
concerned about a scene featuring the beating and hanging of a Jewistechara

According to Hans Daiber, Goring found the scene “too crass” for the Christmas

48 Hostetter, 85.
49 Strobl, 37.

0 For a discussion of this play and its productibthe Staatstheater, see Hostetter, 111-116.
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season’

The fact that this scene made Gdring uncomfortable is not as surprising as one
might think, given the Nazis’ ideological anti-Semitism. While steggaty of
Jewish characters was deemed acceptable, overt images of violent atisfBevere
frowned upon by Goebbels and Géring. Propaganda , as Hostetter points out, needed
“to attract audience attention without shocking and appalling a conservatseafe
fair play and decency’® Regardless of what might be happening in S.S. detention
rooms (and later in concentration camps), there were some things that one did not
dramatize on stage. This was especially true in cosmopolitan Berlin, whire suc
violence could alienate potential party members and supporters in the easlpfyea
the Third Reich.

Goring demanded that the scene be immediately edited and re-blocked before
the production could open. This act reinforced who was really in charge of the
Staatstheater—not Johst or Intendant Franz Ulbrich, but Goring himself. Jolsst was
outraged by Goring’s interference that he immediately resigned his position as
dramaturg of the Staatstheater (and was then promoted to president of diereiter
Chamber). Géring also decided that Ulbrich was too “provintiathot to mention
too closely tied to Johst and Combat League for German Culture founder Alfred
Rosenberg—for his liking, and Ulbrich was fired in early 1934.

The last play directed by Ulbrich to premiere on the Staatstheater stage wa

51 Daiber, 84.
2 Hostetter, 115.

53 Daiber, 83.

170



100 Tagea German translation of the Italian plagmpo di Maggipwritten by
Giovacchino Forzano and Benito Mussolini, the Fascist leader of Italy. Bhsvee
guestion as to how much of the play Mussolini actually wrote. The original
publication of the play in 1931 only credits Forzano as the playwright, although
Mussolini’s role in the play was highly publicized in the 1934 production at the
Staatstheater. It is widely believed that Mussolini provided the outline anapses
few lines, but that the play was really written by Forzano.

The choice of play appears to have been politically motivated. It was known
that Hitler admired Il Duce, and Mussolini’s belief in anti-parliameatar
government provided a common ground between the two le¥d@tse theatrical
theorists of the NSDAP were enamored of the Fascist view of theatrejcllgcihe
Italian plans for theatres with huge audience capacities and a calh@ateetthat
“must be there for the people.” Dramaturg Rainer Schlésser compared theemassi
audience capacity for an outdoor performancRigblettoin Milan with the Dietrich-
Eckart Biihne, designed to stage NBzingplays> Yet not all Italian drama was
embraced by Nazi Germany. Pirandello, a member of Mussolini’'s Fasc¢istyas
largely absent from the Third Reich stage with only six productions in Nazi Ggrman
while two out of the three plays written by Mussolini and Forzano were performed in
26 theatres between 1933 and 1944, including the Staatstfedtee.contrast

between those production statistics can be attributed to a desire to flatealiMus

** The rocky relationship between Mussolini’s Italyd Hitler's Germany does not fall
within the scope of this study. A good overviewtltd topic can be found in Stanley PayAdistory
of Fascism 1914-1948adison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1995).

°> John London, “Non-German Drama in the Third Rgigh Theatre under the Nazi224.

%% |bid., 225.
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but it can also be explained by examining the subject matfi€QoTage subject
matter that was a perfect fit for the early years of Nazi rule.

The play deals with the hundred days following Napoleon’s return from Elba,
the failure of parliamentary democracy and Napoleon’s ultimate defeatohks
London points out, the play fit nicely into Nazi ideology, illustrating the demise of a
people who put their faith in the parliament rather than their leader. In light of its
subject matter, it is not surprising that the play was produced in eleven different
towns during the first season of the Third Reich, despite the play’s shortcomings.

Every review of the production that | encountered mentioned the uneven
nature of the script itself. However, the criticisms are almost al\laylirst part of a
statement that goes on to excuse any problems. Overwhelmingly, the dacuses
on Mussolini's role as a great statesman. One critic writes thatttifasaise Benito
Mussolini when one states that he is a greater statesman than a poet. In the
confusions of this world, it is more difficult to develop a state than to write a well
built drama.®” Richard Reidel agrees, acknowledging that a statesman like
Mussolini would naturally focus on the truth of the character, not “poetic f&tm.”
While neither review baldly states that the writing is inferior, both take exire to
remind the reader of the difficulties of Mussolini’s full-time job, and that Mlirss

felt compelled to write the play because “the political material provolkespiit.’>®

" C.W., “Hundert Tage” Erstauffithrung im Schausméeis am Gendarmenmarkt,” no date,
n.p.; clipping file, Institut fir Theaterwissenséhiéritikenabteilung, Freie Universitat, Berlin.

*8 Richard Reidel, “Mussolins Napoleon-Drama. ‘10iy& im Staatlichen Schauspielhaus,”
February 15, 1934, n.p.; clipping file, Institut flheaterwissenschaft Kritikenabteilung, Freie
Universitat, Berlin.

* Cc.w.
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The implication is that any faults with the text should be placed in this pblitica
context.

Franz Ulbrich’s direction is largely ignored, receiving some outrightisit,
along with some backhanded compliments. Carl Weichardt takes him to task for
letting a march play during crucial scenes, such as the surrender at Wateittel. Re
noted that Ulbrich avoided, with a few exceptions, “overblown scenes and &€ting.”
Other than those points, his contribution to the production is completely ignored.

The one element of the production that was consistently praised was the acting
of the two leads, Werner Kraul3 and Gustaf Griindgens. Kraul3's performance as
Napoleon was particularly strong. Richard Reidel points out that since thetehara
of Napoleon was really the driving force of the play, not historical content or
accuracy, Kraul3's performance was very important. The short blurb Betheer
Tageblattis concerned almost entirely with which political figures were at the
premiere; it does, however, mention Kraul3, remarking that his performancéysteadi
builds throughout the evening until, in the final scenes, he is almost an “eerie
demon.®® Reidel wrote that KrauRR was vibrantly alive, and that he “shows the
momentum of Napoleon Bonaparte’s imagination, as well as the demonic, controlling
energy of the Corsicarf* Weichardt felt that KrauRR gave “an unforgettable

performance,” and that his Napoleon seemed to “shimmer with magical ptwer.”

80 Reidel.

61 «+100 Tage’ StaatstheaterBerliner TageblattFebruary 16, 1934, n.p.: clipping file,
Institut fir Theaterwissenschaft Kritikenabteilufgeie Universitat, Berlin.

%2 Reidel.

8 c.w.
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According to the reviews, there seemed to be a magnetic quality to Kraul3’s
performance. That magnetic quality falls in line with the Nazi focus on polwerf
male leaders, which may be why Kraul3’'s performance struck such a cortiesih t
critics.

Grindgens, as Napoleon’s foil, Minister Fouché, provided a strong contrast to
the passionate, energetic leader. His performance was also praiseciaehdrlv
felt that Grundgens controlled the first half of the production. According to
Weichardt, Fouché was “elegant and charmitfgReidel agreed, calling
Grundgens’s performance “intelligent, interesting, and elegant.” Helloedc
Grindgens’s Fouché as “a cold opponent...a diplomat experienced in all areas of
intrigue,” who ultimately “triumphs over Napoleon’s natufé.Especially
noteworthy in these comments are adjectives like “elegant,” “charhand
“intellectual.” These qualities were associated with the excesses @fe¢imar
Republic, not with true, Aryan Germans who were valued for their passion and
athleticism. Grundgens presented the perfect ideological foe for Kraeny's f
Napoleon.

Ultimately, the conflict between Fouché and Napoleon serves as a tcatalys
Napoleon’s downfall, and it is this downfall that most concerns the reviewass. It
also what makes the play particularly well suited to a Nazi stage. In th@keye
Weichardt and Reidel, it is the faith that the French people place in parliameatinst

of Napoleon that lead to his downfall and despair. According to Weichardt, France

5 c.w.

% Reidel.
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could only be saved by a dictatorship, not a constitutional monarchy, but Napoleon is
ultimately unable to achieve that dictatorship. Weichardt, in discussing Mussolini
focus on this period of Napoleon'’s life, writes:

One may be surprised that Mussolini chose to represent the decline of

Napoleon, the last eruption of a dying volcano. But here lies the real tragedy,

which must have seized Mussolini’s heart: Napoleon succumbs not just to

outside enemies, he also perishes from the decay and hopelessness of his own
people®®
This is clearly a direct comment on Germany’s own past experience @asdcand
the perceived failure of this form of government. The implication is that Ggtsnan
salvation can be achieved by learning from France’s mistakes anahirggriayal to
its ownFuhrer.

Reidel's explanation for Napoleon’s failure is even mai&ischin tone. He
claims that Napoleon did not remain true to his Corsican blood. In Reidel's mind,
Napoleon’s success or failure is tied directly to Napoleon recognizing and@ngor
his blood race. Thigolkischconcept was the cornerstone of Nazi racial theory, a
theory that shaped all aspects of society within the Third Reich.

It is this aspect of the piece that made it such a strong example of plNazi
despite any shortcomings in the script and the nationality of the authors. Weichardt
acknowledges that the scenario of “the genius standing against the 600 fools of
parliament...resonates with hot topicality” and is met with “understandidga

ardent responsé€” It is the dramatization of the struggle for a nation’s soul, not

unlike the one going on in Germany at the time. The Third Reich was barely a year

% c.w.
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old, and the struggle for support and acceptance among non-Party members was in
full swing. This Italian play served as a warning as to what could happen to a country
should it choose parliamentary democracy and cold intelligence over strong,
passionateyolkischleadership.

Shortly after the premiere @D0 Tage Gdéring moved to fill the position of
Intendant at the Staatstheater left vacant by the firing of Franzblasking the
thirty-five year old actor Gustaf Griindgens to take the position. Grindgens slirprise
the theatrical community by accepting the position. In 1943 he joked to a group of
colleagues “we were all very surprised when | became the leader b&#tertnine
years ago. | can assure you, none of you were more surprised thar’ Wag.”
choice was surprising for many reasons. Grindgens had very little directing
experience, certainly not enough experience for one of the most highly esspect
theatres in the country. His most famous moment in Berlin came in the 1932
production ofFaustat the Staatstheater, with Griindgens playing the role of
Mephistopheles. It was a role he would be associated with for the rest of kis care
But Grindgens’s questionable (at least in the eyes of the Nazis) persomadide
the appointment even stranger. In the early years of his career, he adsuvithate
Communists and anti-Nazi artists, most famously with Thomas Mann and hischildre
Klaus and Erika, to whom he was briefly married. He also had an affair with, Klaus
and this is the main reason Grindgen’s appointment was so unbelievable: he was a
known bi-sexual, which was punishable by imprisonment or death in Nazi Germany.

So why did Gdring hire him? He was close to Goring’s wife, having worked

% Gustaf Griindgens, “Der Hund des Aubr@istaf Griindgens: Wirklichkeit des Theaters
(Frankfurt am Main; Suhrkamp Verlag, 1963), 73-4.
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with her on stage, and she admired his talent. Hostetter posits that aside from
Grindgens'’s talent, he was known to be “insecure and malleable,” a man who tended
to “follow rather than dominate the opinions of his associateShe also points out
that Griindgens had no politically influential friends or political clout (unidtest)
and Ulbrich), giving Goring unchallenged political control of the Staatsh@afs
for his lack of passion for the Nazi cause, Goring had just fired a dogmatic,
ideologically “pure” Intendant. His main goal now was to make the Staatstiieat
most critically acclaimed and admired theatre in Berlin and all of Germia fact,
when he hired Grindgens in February, 1934, Gdring told his new Intendant that his
primary job was to hire as many important, well-known actors as he could before
Goebbels could get them for the Deutsches Théatas for Griindgens’s
homosexuality, Goring promised him that it would not be a problem. Garing
appointed Grundgens to the state assembly, and in 1938, Goring gave him the title
“General Intendant” of Germany. These appointments, while mostly symbete, w
visible proof of Géring’s protection and gave Griindgens immunity from dfrest.
And Grundgens did what Goéring had hoped he would, amassing the most star-
studded ensemble in Berlin.

In May of 1935, an extensive state-funded renovation of the Schinkel

designed Staatstheater was authorized. As Peter Adam witgsointhe Third

% Hostetter, 54.

° bid., 117.

" william Grange, “Ordained Hands on the Altar at:AGriindgens, Hilpert and Fehling in
Berlin” in Theatre in the Third Reich, The Prewar Years: EssayTheatre in Nazi Germansd.
Glen W. Gadberry (Westport, CT: Greenwood Pres35)¥9.
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Reich “in Hitler's mind, Schinkel’s buildings, the Acropolis, and later Albert Sggeer’
Reichskanzlei [Reich Chancellery] were to form a seamless tradftiofitie physical
building itself had to reflect the Staatstheater’s importance as an exafmpl
Schinkel’s architecture, as well as its importance as a shining beaconi culiaz.
No expense was spared, with the renovations costing German taxpayers 4,600,000
DM. While the stage space was expanded and a modern turntable installed, the bulk
of the renovation focused on upgrades of the building’s fagade and renovations to the
auditorium, “precisely reproducing the look and dimensions of the original Schinkel
design.™ In fitting with the Nazi aesthetic, future glory was modeled on the past.
While the NSDAP was focused on a new German future, it turned to Germany’s
classical past to gain legitimacy. The large sums of money spent on thetimnova
also illustrate how central the arts, and theatre in particular, were t@iie Msion
of the Third Reich.

The theatre reopened in November of 1935. One of the first productions to
premiere at the newly renovated theatre was Hanns Jdhst'sas Painewritten in
1927 by the former dramaturg of the Staatstheater. Hermann Wanderscleztk cal
the play “the first political drama of the New Germany.The choice to write about
an American protagonist was a reflection of the political and culturahtiof the
late 1920s, as a play about a German nationalist might have been frowned upon by

certain producers. But the choice of Paine, specifically, is an inteyestebecause

3 peter AdamArt of the Third ReiclfNew York: Harry N. Abrams, 1992), 27.
™ Hostetter, 29.

S Wanderscheck, 93.
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of the insight it gives us into Johst’s own agenda. Johst could have picked any
number of people to write about, but he chose a writer who through his work aided
the cause of freedom and the American Revolution. Given Johst’s outspoken
sympathies with the nascent National Socialist Party, the choice is not aisgrpri
one, as Johst clearly hopes to echo Paine’s part in the future revolution in Germany.
The plot of the play is rather simple. Paine’s writings inspire and aid the
American Revolution. Later, Paine leaves for France, where he is imprisoned for
seventeen years for opposing the execution of Louis XVI (historicallgeReas
only imprisoned for nine months). When he returns home to America, he has been
forgotten, and in despair commits suicide. But at his funeral, an old friend of Paine’s
speaks the words of Paine’s hymn over his coffin and is slowly joined by voices
“from everywhere, even offstag&.”The mourners are energized and empowered, as
the curtain falls.
The play moved beyond traditional patriotic themes and serves as an early
example of National Socialist beliefs and theatrical aesthetic. AsiarsGlen
Gadberry writes, the play serves as “a parable of an individual achieving wityiort
in the life of theVolk” He goes on to note that the play is “anti-capitalist and anti-
French, pro-community and pro-expansioniét.The last claim can be made due to
the second scene in the play, where Paine and General Washington are studying
map of America. Looking at the unchartered Western lands, Paine says thairthis w

is really about “Land! Land!! Washington! Earth...space, that’'s what iighéng

® Hanns JohsfThomas PainéMunich: Albert Langen, 1927), 120.

" Glen Gadberry, “The History Plays of the Thirddke’ in Theatre Under the Nazisd.
John London, 102.
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for...Fatherland!®® The notion of living space, t&rebensraumfor “real” Germans
was already a part of the ideology of the political right, especially #z¢sN This,
combined with the play’s focus on one leader who sacrifices himself for thénrebirt
his nation marks this as an overt Nazi play.

Thomas Pain@remiered at the Staatstheater on November 16, 1935. The
choice was an interesting one. The new Intendant was not a fan of overt propaganda
plays, and resisted external pressure to produce more of them. He defended his
choice on an artistic level, pointing out that modern National Socialist playgvriti
could not equal that of the classics, and calling the newer plays “closegsira
whose “form serves to hinder feeling."Yet there were times when repertoire
decisions were decided for Grindgens, usually coinciding with particular events or
festivals. This was one of those times, as the production was planned as a part of the
1935 Congress of the Chamber of Culture to celebrate Johst’'s new position as
president of the Literature Chamber. But according to reviews of the production, it
was enormously successful. It seemed to transcend its strident politesabiwh
reach non-Party members as well. Herbert lhering, no fan of the curreitiapoli
regime, called it “the best Berlin production | have seen in 25 y&amccording to
reviews of the production, much of the credit for the success can be given to Lothar
Mathel’s performance as Paine and the direction of Jurgen Fehling.

Fehling had enjoyed a distinguished career during the Weimar Republic,

8 JohstThomas Paing46.
" Griindgens, “Der Hund des Aubry,” 78.

8 Herbert IheringBerliner TageblattNovember 18, 1935, reprintedJiirgen Fehling der
Regisseu(Berlin: Akademie der Kiinste, 1978), 139.
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directing the premieres of plays by Kaiser and Toller, playwrights lidoynéhe
Nazis. His Shakespearean productions had been condemned by Nazi critics as
“cultural Bolshevism.®' Yet he had also directed plays by Nazi approved
playwrights such as Hermann Essig and Richard Billinger and had been praised for
his vélkischproductions by the same critics. He was also notoriously difficult to
work with, ignoring rehearsal schedules, constantly improvising and re-imipigpvis
staging throughout the process and thereby foregoing a production book, and refusing
to let the playwright see the production until opening night. But his talent was
undeniable. When speaking of Fehling’s work, actor Bernhard Minetti said that
Fehling had an ability to “take weak plays and turn them into evéhtin'the case
of Thomas Painehe was universally praised in the reviews | examined.

Wolf Braumdiller, writing in thé/6lkischer Beobachteadmired Fehling's
skill, remarking that he “turned the melody into a symphony, not in the variety and
richness of the instruments, but in their cooperation and juxtaposifiortie
implication here is clearly that Fehling’s directorial skill eledhthe source material,
material that Braumuller would have already appreciated as a Nazi &alter
Britting was a bit more restrained, writing that while each scene wasjual\e

successful, the production was very effective as a wHoléerbert Ihering was more

8. william Grange, “Ordained Hands on the Altar af,A82.

® Ibid.

8 Wolf Braumiiller, “Hanns Johst: ‘Thomas Paine’ tvesstellung anlaRlich der
Jahrestagung der Reichskulturkammafilkischer BeobachteNovember 18, 1935, n.p.; clipping
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laudatory, writing that Fehling had now reached a singular mastery of His craf
“composing individual scenes as if they were pieces of mfsi€&hling was able to
control the pace and flow of the performance, building up to that final transfiguration
of man into myth.

The reviews did not focus as much on the acting of the production, generally
singling out Lothar Muthel’s portrayal of Paine for discussion. Walteriiyitt
admired Miuthel's restrained performance, noting that while “the flametbf fa
burned deeply in him, [it] only struck outward in crucial moments.” Braumdiller,
again, was more effusive, describing the “devotion that shone from Mithel’s eyes.”
Braumuller felt that Mithel was able to transfer “the poet’s intuition ontoethgy
of the stage,” an ability that Braumuller described as “an artisti¢ Jifte
enthusiastic nature of Braumtiller’s praise in the Nazi paper is informadNiagional
Socialist reading of Muthel's performance. It was not merely devotiorsitiogte
from his eyes; Braumiller goes on to exclaim that “the beliefyanth[italics mine]
of revolutionaries shone from his eyes.” This specific focus on a revolutipoang
man is particularly representative of heroic Nazi protagonists. It isfobea his
comments that something in the performance, as well as the the plapskH,to
Braumduller’'s National Socialist ideology.

It is the content of the play itself that makes up the bulk of the reviews, with
most of the critics discussing why the play was relevant at this time. &b E
Hesse states that while the play may be perceived as a history play, such a

categorization is incorrect. For Hesse, the play is “political, not hiskdriBacause

8 |hering reprinted idirgen Fehling der Regisse(Berlin: Akademie der Kiinste, 1978),
139.
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the play’s true aim is to be a political piece, any deviations from histadcalkacy
are excused by Hesse as unimportant. In Hesse’s opinion, the political ntekeage
precedent.

Hesse is not alone in this opinion. Walter Britting spends more than half of
his review discussing the play itself and what it means for the modern German
audience. For Britting, Paine’s death by suicide is neatly glossed ovemarmer
of his death “remains insignificant, because his fate had already beconmdg.me
His song lived in the people.” According to Britting, Paine’s death serves to highlig
the real tragedy of the play, the tragedy “of the idealistic fighker i& broken by the
resistance of the harsh world. He, however, retains faith in his ideas.’ hdritti
describes a distinctly Nazi world view, a world in which martyrdom for the cause i
embraced, if not applauded. Paine has served as inspiration peopie He
sacrificed himself because he believed that his peoplephighad lost faith in his
ideals. Without the connection to his people, he had nothing. Britting clearly sees in
the production a strong connection between Paine, his value system, and the people of
his nation.

Wolf Braumitiller’s discussion of why this play should be produced now
makes an even stronger, overt connection between Paine and National Socialist
Germany. He is very taken with Johst’s romantic take on manifest destitiggw
“only when Paine convinced Washington to take the revolution across the continent
did the play become a manifestation of heroic theatre, binding the stage tauha cul
will of our new state.” For Braumdller, America’s manifest destiny egtioe need

for GermanLebensraungliving space). In Paine, he finds a leader ennobled by a faith
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that gives him Volkischvalidity,” just like the leaders of the Third Reich. He sees
Paine’s struggle against the views of the French, and later his own people, echoed in
the current “revolution against stubborn human nature.” One can only assume he is
hinting at resistance to the Third Reich. Braumdller takes the metaphor ewen. furt

In his eyes, Paine’s struggle had its counterpart in “our revolution around a new
German culture, our revolution around the new German theatre.” Suddenly, the play
becomes a call to embrace Nazi playwriting and the theatre of this new era
Braumiuller's comments serve to illustrate once again the high hopes committed
National Socialists had for the theatre. It was a site of revolution, an importa
weapon in the battle for the hearts and minds of the German people.

Even the overwhelming masculinity of the production served as a reflection of
Nazi ideology. Hesse, writing about the absence of women in the production, calls
the play “a male piece, completely absent of any distraction from the waorkrof
This echoes Nazi gender stereotypes that relegated women to the privede sphe
while men were concerned with the political and public sphere.

This production at the Staatstheater comes closer to Goebbels’s call for a
steely, romantic, heroic German theatre than any other to grace thatsiage
Staatstheater. The play was not revolutionary in form, in fact it was very
conventional. It was the language, the emotional rhetoriendmnerin which these
ideas were presented, that came so close to Goebbels’s description of wteti the N
theatre would look like. As Gadberry write®dineis unashamedly rhetorical and

theatrical, full of pathos and sentiment, and to use two specially favoured tehms of t
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time, it is ‘militant’ and ‘manly.”®® But unlike other Nazi plays, which did not

always work on the stage, the production at the Staatstheater was widalpedcla

The cohesive, sophisticated production made a strong impression on those who saw
it, even on Herbert Ihering. The production and its success gives credence to
Goring’s decision to focus on well-respected and talented artists over Ngzi part
ideologues.

Despite the success Bhomas Painemore overt propaganda plays were not
the norm during Griindgens’s tenure as Intendant. As stated above, Griindgens was
not a fan of Nazi playwriting. But this repertoire shift also reflected astitin
German society as well. As the Nazis moved from the gathering phtéeerefjime
to the consolidating phase, the need to win over the population was replaced with a
need to maintain the status dtidn the following three seasons, the Staatstheater
produced one Nazi play per season. Instead, the repertoire focused on Grundgens’s
beloved classical pieces.

It is easy to look at productions of overtly propagandistic plays and see how
the theatrical aspirations of the Third Reich were successfully tradistad actual
production. But even the classical plays favored by Griindgens were berd) stag
within a particular context. The question then becomes did these “apolitical”
productions remain apolitical? As the regime matured and the need for oved, radic
propaganda diminished, could the productions of classical works be perceived as a

staging of th&/olk as well?

8 Glen Gadberry, “The History Plays of the Thirdidke’ 102.

87 This shift is discussed in more detail in eartieapters.
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In January of 1936, the Staatstheater prodtitzedlet directed by Lothar
Mithel and starring Grindgens as Hamlet. As | have discussed in daaliters,
the Nazis quickly embraced Shakespeare regardless of his national origin, and spent a
great deal of time and energy explaining why Shakespeare was realtredkin
German spirit.Hamlethad a long German production history, with its most famous
and respected actors taking on the title role. Elisabeth Schulz Hostetterthattéhe
play “encompassed much of what Germans felt intrinsically defined thesesof
character and intellectual complexif§f.' Due to the massive success of the August
Wilhelm von Schlegel and Dorothea Tieck translations of the play, many Germans
sawHamletas a German play, or at least one that transcended Shakespeare’s
nationality and the Danish location to achieve a Germanic sensibility.

But that same intellectual complexity behind Hamlet’'s beharesented
particular challenges to National Socialist images of an active chamatiagonist.
Director and loyal National Socialist Lothar Mithel was certainlgravof these
challenges, and set about creatirtgaanletthat worked within a modern, National
Socialist aesthetic. The reviews suggest that he was quite succedsfuglalsome
first hand accounts question that success, particularly Griindgens’s portrédnal of t
title character.

There seems to have been a general awareness amongst the criticsgeviewin
the production that the play’s legitimacy within the Third Reich needed to be
addressed and reinforced. Most reviews spend a good deal of print space discussing

why the play is an appropriate choice within a National Socialist repertoote. N

8 Hostetter, 147.
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surprisingly, Herbert Ihering writes that the play’s themes transcdimhality,
noting that Hamletis the story of the tragedy and the triumph of the European spirit
in the world.®® K. H. Ruppel agrees, writing that “No second form of dramatic
world literature so embodies the sovereignty of the western mind as HaMlet.”
These comments do not mention the Aryan or German nature of the play, but by
bringing attention to its transcendent nature, they remind readers thatbisis
English play, but a western, European play. And as such, it can easily fit into the
repertoire of a theatre in the Third Reich.

Most of the other reviews go out of their way to specifically ptdamlet
within a German context. Hamlet is called “the Nordic ni4raiid Shakespeare a
“Northern poet.?? K. F. writes thaHamletis equal tdFaustandWallensteinin
importance, and that the play is a “weighty chapter in the history of Genaaiure
as well as in the German theatfé.”Goethe and Schiller were two of the Nazis’ most
revered German playwrights, and plackigmletin the company of these two plays

makes a definite statement about its suitability within a National Sacegisrtoire.

8 Herbert Ihering, “Der ‘Hamlet’ des Staatsthedt@uastaf Griindgens in der Titelrolle,”
Berliner TageblattJanuary 21, 1936, n.p.; clipping file, Institut fTheaterwissenschaft
Kritikenabteilung, Freie Universitat, Berlin.

% K.H. Ruppel, “Hamlet. Neuinszeniert im Berliftaatstheater Kélnische Zeitung
January 25, 1936, n.p.; clipping file, Institut flineaterwissenschaft Kritikenabteilung, Freie
Universitat, Berlin.

%L Dr. E. K., “Shakespeare—und anderes ‘Haml@gutsche Wochenschalanuary 30,
1936, n.p.; clipping file, Institut fir Theaterwésschaft Kritikenabteilung, Freie Universitat, Brerl

92 Wolf Braumiiller, “Im Staatlichen Schauspielhans @Gendarmenmarkt: Shakespeares
‘Hamlet,” Volkischer Beobachtedanuary 23, 1936, n.p.; clipping file, Institt f
Theaterwissenschaft Kritikenabteilung, Freie Unsitét, Berlin.

% K. F., “Von Bilhne. Hamlet; Staatstheater am Geménmarkt,'Deutsches Wollen

March 12, 1936, n.p.; clipping file, Institut fih&aterwissenschaft Kritikenabteilung, Freie
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Productions from the recent past, specifically from the Weimar period, are
vilified as “unGerman.” The Hamlets of those productions were accused of being
“repeatedly re-psychoanalyzed and lifted to a ‘heroic ideal’ of a decadeait w
world.”®* Erik Kriines agrees, noting that the great tradition of young actors proving
themselves with the role of Hamlet died with Joseph Kainz (who died in 19T0)e
review inDer Westenmeminds the reader of earlier, “problematic...modern”
productions oHamlet® K. F. is even more specific, noting that the Staatstheater
was honor bound to atone for the “blot on the German theatre” committed by an
earlierHamletstarring the Jewish actor Fritz Kortner. “One can hardly imagine a
clearer artistic document of German disunity,” writes K. F. These comnetnip a
beloved narrative of Nazi artistic criticism and history, a narrative icwtte
degenerate era of the Weimar Republic has been excised by the cultieatasrts
of the Third Reich, cultural achievements which restore Germany to itsreatistic
greatness.

The central factor in the transformation from the “problematiainletto the
lauded production at the Staatstheater was Gustaf Griindgens’s portrayaltt# the
role. Most reviews were incredibly positive, focusing on all of the new, modern,

energetic qualities Grindgens brought to the part. Griindgens was thalphysic

% Braumiiller.

% Erik Kriines, “Staatliches Schauspielhaus am @endnmarkt...Von Garrick bis
Griundgens: Ein neuer Hamlet, von Lothar Muthetémsert, und ein grol3er Theaterabend,”
Nachtausgabeajo date, n.p.; clipping file, Institut fir Theatéssenschaft Kritikenabteilung, Freie
Universitat, Berlin.
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embodiment of an Aryan hero—blonde, blue-eyed, and young. In Grindgens’s
performance, any hesitation on Hamlet’'s part is not a sign of weakness, buabf mor
certitude. According to Otto Ernst Hesse, this Hamlet “is no longer nielgnar
undecided, but an ethical, moral strategist who doesn’t want to do what his uncle did:
murder.” Grundgens is hailed as “brilliant, clever, and crafty,” who through his
portrayal “performs an outrageous, elastic man instead of a gloomy malhanc
one.®” K. H. Ruppel also excuses Hamlet’s hesitation, writing that Griindgens’s
hesistation and procrastination are not “the inhibition of human conscience...but the
sophisticated tactics of a judge.” Grindgens, who has thrown himself into the role
“with all of the force of his imagination and all the fire of his temperamesnfyili of
“ravishing vitality.”® Florian Kienzl agrees that Griindgens'’s “young, slim, elegant”
Hamlet avoids the typical characterization of Hamlet as fearful and Weak.
Grundgens’s Hamlet was not all action and brawn. There was an undercurrent
of intelligence to the production that was generally admired. K. H. Ruppel writes tha
Hamlet's jokes and “the aggressive fencing of his mind are Griindgensisgstart
points.” Ludwig Sternaux agrees with this assessment, observing tligcgens
comes at everything from the brain. [His actions are] deeply thought out, sareful

calculated.™ But he avoids the pitfalls of being merely an intellectual, a negative

7 Otto Ernst Hesse, “Gustaf Griindgens und dass$teatter-Ensemble begeistert gefeiert,”
Berliner Zeitung am MittagJanuary 21, 1936, n.p.; clipping file, Institiit fTheaterwissenschaft
Kritikenabteilung, Freie Universitat, Berlin.
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characteristic for a prop&blkischhero. While his actions may be calculated and
thought out, Griindgens acts “with so much spirit that ...he always remains
fascinating.” Grindgens was able to translate that intelligence itibo 280 that “in

his gestures you can see his thoughts, see them break and turn to anothéftarget.”
Schmidt reconciles the dichotomy of intellectual and physical by noting thag “Thi
new Hamlet is a man full of healthy strength, healthy mind, and healthppsssi
whose tragedy is that he must think.” In this new, modern portrayal, the focus on
Hamlet's physicality and action can excuse any thinking or overt irgetigythat is

also an integral part of his character. This logic allows Hamlet to rensaiors

Aryan character.

The attempt to combine these traits were not appreciated by everyone. Klaus
Mann’s evaluation of Griindgens’s Hamlet (written while Mann was in exileg as *
neurotic Prussian lieutenant” can hardly be considered reliable, since Maimeine
dislike of Grindgens is well documented. But there were others who found that
Grindgens’s formal style and active, restless nature completely dsblatelamlet
from everything and everyone, even Horatio. Wilhelm Hortmann believes that the
discomfort with Griindgens’s performance stems from:

the uncanny degree of consciousness with which Griindgens endowed the

part. His Hamlet was not only a superb analyst of his own impulses and the

moral state of the world, he was also fully aware that he was acting a part.
... This created the frequently referred to freezing ambivalence or

Schauspielhausl’okal-AnzeigerJanuary 22, 1936, n.p.; clipping file, Institut fTheaterwissenschaft
Kritikenabteilung, Freie Universitat, Berlin.
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Mephistophelian character of his presentation of the'féle.
This is an interesting observation, and could reflect on similarities betweeletHa
and Grundgens, who in his position as Intendant, was also acting a part in some
respects. Even some of his critics went on to admit later in life that thegoliti
pressure to portray the role correctly (or roles, both as Hamlet and Intendat of t
Staatstheater) and the tension that must have caused Grindgens may haveoled him t
“over-control.”

These critiques were the minority. Frank Maraun called the perfoenthac
“greatest achievement of his life. Grlingens was previously regar@edaasor of
intelligence and security that earned the audience’s respect: wipietfosmance he
has won hearts.” Erik Krtines, who had lamented that the tradition of great Hamlets
died with Joseph Kainz, wrote that “one sees him [Grindgens] and is blinded...you
are spellbound...and recognize a figure who, somehow, reminds one of Joseph
Kainz.” One critic wrote that his performance “will go down in histdf{."This
kind of grand, overwhelming praise was far more common than negative criticism.
With his performance, Grindgens created an interpretation of the characteuttiat ¢
be embraced by the society in which he lived without betraying the texkt ifsel
such, the performance, while clearly embodying traits endorsed by the Nazis, did not

seem to pander to political forces.
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The supporting cast also was widely praised, especially Kathe Gold as
Ophelia. Herbert Ihering wrote “I have never seen a mad scene so shoclksng in it
poetry as | have seen from her.” But although her mad scene was aggressive, it wa
in direct contrast to her physical appearance, described by Frank Maralaticaté,
slightly pale frailty.” Gold’s acting was powerful, but her interptietaof the
character does not seem to have broken any new ground. It did follow accepted
National Socialist gender stereotypes both in terms of her physical appearal
her subservience to the men around her.

Lothar Muthel’s direction was also praised. Frank Maraun approved of
Mathel’s vision, commenting “here a new style is found. A classic is reshaped, but
not raped.” This response echoes the feeling that while changes were niede in t
interpretation of the play, the text itself remained the starting point. Vieswen
Der Angriffalso observed that Mithel honored the text but was not afraid to put his
own stamp on the production. According to the reviewer, the staging:

felt urged towards internalization. There was not a sentence that was

unexamined. But Mithel had the courage to fill the stage with movement.

There is no pause, no declamatory tirades.

Mithel was able to create a cohesive, unified performance, a feat labeled
“monumental” and “unheard of” in thdarkische Volks-Zeitung
One of Muthel's most significant contributions to the production was the

conceptualization of Denmark. In the production, Denmark was an almost barbaric

place, evocative of the Viking era. Herbert Ihering described the tinhe play as
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“raw” and “half-barbaric.” Otto Ernst Hesse wrote that the scenerigraas by
Rochus Gliese, was “archaic,” and that “the halls of the palace barelyekeee
dimensions of a log cabin.” The ceilings of the palace are low, disappearing into
strange corridors made of pillars of wood. The set was lit with pitch torches, and
according to Ludwig Sternaux the guards wore costumes that appeared lige “rou
skins.” To Sternaux, Elsinore felt like a “half-myth.” This barbaric, faryaplace
was in direct contrast to Hamlet himself, dressed in sleek black. Most reviews
comment on the juxtaposition of the backwards Elsinore and the modern Hamlet, and
the reason given for this difference is Hamlet's time at the UnivesEiyittenberg.
Ihering writes that Wittenberg seems to be completely removed froomtéeind
place of the rest of the play, an idea Otto Ernst Hesse also raises. K. H. &sppel
comments on the distance between Elsinore and Wittenberg, not just physically but
spiritually as well. Ruppel saw Elsinore as “the realm of drives and dedisre
Hamlet struggles with the gods for a spiritual and moral policy.” The intjglican
the reviews is that Hamlet has been changed by his time in Wittenbergnb&ite
of course, is a German city. So, in effect, Hamlet has undergone positive change due
to his time in Wittenberg. He is modern and vital, morally pure in contrast to the
corrupt, backwards, and rough nature of Denmark. This corresponds to the idea that
Hamlet is really a German hero, in spite of his actual nationality. Harateshaped
by his time in Wittenberg because spiritually, Hamlet is a German charact

There is no doubt that the production proved to be wildly popular. Between

its premiere in 1936 and 1941, it had been performed almost 200 times, about a third
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of all of the performances during that tifie.The review irDer Westertalled the
production “one of those great memorable experiences in the history of German
theatre,” a sentiment echoed by the revie®én Angriff which claimed that the
production had “set the Staatliches Schauspielhaus back at the top of German theatre
culture.” In light of such extreme praise, it would seem that at least one & #ns
aims, to reclaim German theatre and culture from its recent degenetateaddseen
achieved. Elisabeth Hostetter contends that the production “expressed sorbke reada
elements of party politics and in some way supported and forwarded the conservative
ideology.”™® The romanticized nature of Germany via Wittenberg, coupled with a
strong, aggressive protagonist would seem to support this view. And Hostetter is also
accurate when she acknowledges that due to the larger audidagdstmay have
subtly spread more propagandistic ideology and imagery than earlier, overt
propaganda plays.

But evidence shows that not everyone saw the production as an endorsement
of Nazi values and ideology. Griindgens was certainly aware of the expestati
riding on his performance within the Nazi bureaucracy. Alfred Muhr, dramaturg a
the Staatstheater, wrote about the toll the production took on Griindgens. He claimed
that Grundgens suffered a nervous breakdown on opening night. Mihr wrote that
Grundgens was acutely aware of how much Goebbels hated him, and was truly
worried that an improper interpretation of the iconic prince could destroy him,

regardless of Gadring’s protection. Muhr went on to elaborate that Griindgens knew
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the Nazis expected:
a proud swan on Danishegd German) waters, always active and raging
forward. At best the character should avoid all doubts and be more goal-
oriented than reflective and ambivalent. The alert, unambiguous will was
supposed to triumph, not ...the brother of Mephisto who might display
fanatical attention to human feeling and probléffis.
Grindgens clearly realized what was at stake. And that anxiety wassptaced.
Elisabeth Hostetter remarks that Griindgens’s and Goring’s enemies atinb s
of Culture, specifically Alfred Rosenberg and Goebbels, hated the portrayal, and Gle
Gadberry notes that the production was attacked for “conscious anti-fascism,”
although neither Hostetter or Gadberry goes into much d&tail.

But Gerwin Strobl goes into significantly more detail about the danger
Griundgens believed he was under and the stress this caused him. Four months after
the production’s opening night, an article appeared in the party Wapescher
Beobachtemwnhich dealt with the “Nordic essence” ldamlet In the piece, Nazi
journalist Waldemar Hartmann wrote that “only actors who act out their troeher
selves are fit for the part.” Hartmann went on to say that it was unalsleefata
portray Hamlet “in the tradition of Oscar Wilde’s...Dorian Gralf”Although
Griundgens is never mentioned by name, the bisexual actor, according to Strobl,

clearly understood that the statement was a personal attack. Strobl bakgves t

Grindgens saw the article as a threat to his career and his life, whiclgidya hi
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plausible conclusion since Grindgens fled to Switzerland shortly after thegtialolic

of the article. According to Strobl, Griindgens was concerned about his parents’
safety, and he informed Gdring of his reasons via a letter to protect them. And here
we see how Goring placed his own ego and his role as “theatrical impresario” above
his loyalty to party policy and politics. Goring convinced Griindgens to return to
Berlin (noting that he could not protect Grindgens’s parents from any fatbowutis
emigration), promising that he would be safe and that the writer responsible for the
article had already been arrested (Griindgens pleaded for his reléése)g gave
Grindgens protection from any other attacks by naming him Prussian State
Councillor, a title that traditionally came with parliamentary immutityGriindgens
was never again the subject of political attacks in the Nazi press.

So while there were many aspects of the production that did embrace and
support Nazi ideology and a Nazi vision of Shakespeare and classic theatre, the
political fallout and Goring’s reaction to that fallout illustrates one of tigek
weaknesses in Nazi theatrical policy. At least in the case of Géring and the
Staatstheater, policy and ideology could take a backseat to ego and success.

Given this reality, it is not at all surprising that the single production on a
mainstream stage that could be described as a protest of the Nazi reginmetatpe
the Staatstheater in March, 1937. Because of this distinction, Jurgen Fehling’s
production ofRichard Il may be the most well-known production of the Nazi era.

There were many noteworthy or shocking elements of this production, the first

of which was the use of space and Traugott Muller’s set design. It clezalky an
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strong impression on those who witnessed the performance, as it is mentionet in grea
detail in every review | encountered. It is the first thing discussed insd@f¢hose
reviews. Herbert lhering commented on the “endless depth of the stage” that was a
“bare, gigantic rectangle** This endless stage measured 144 feet from the apron to
the back wall. A series of eight false proscenium arches progressiagls the back
increased the feeling of depth. Walls were created by transparems sahivays
maintaining the feeling of a huge spateThe first of these proscenium arches was
disguised with cloud-like formations that continued to increase until the Battle of
Bosworth, when the sky appeared completely full of cldtitisloachim Bremer

noted in thel2 Uhr Blattthat moveable stones would suggest a road, then a door to a
castle, while benches would convey the meeting hall of the peBrage stage was
raked, with the ceiling slanted upwards and the side walls becoming progsessivel
narrower. The effect was described as disorienting, and created “the tipScah

61

of looking through an inverted telescopé® Paul Fechter of thBerliner Tageblatt

wrote that it was the dominating memory of the five hour eveltihghis kind of
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abstract, suggestive set was highly unusual for the time. Hitler hiragetefd the
elaborate, realistic sets that were the norm for the period. Beforalamasreven
spoken, there was something markedly different about the production.

Both the lack of realistic sets and the telescoping effect put the focus of the
play squarely on the actors themselves and Shakespeare’s language. Rugpel write
that “every word, every step of the actor who faces this giant room gains
importance.™® Hesse notes that against this abstract set “the drama relies entirely on
the word.” lhering’s description is especially powerful: “Out of the wascended
the blood-soaked landscape of the battlefield, out of the words the Tower and the
London streets where Richard met Queen Anne.” Erik Krines credits Fehling for
staging the play in the spirit of Shakespeare, and allowing “the word to be more
important than the scenery*® Given this focus on language, the performances,
especially that of Werner Kraul3 in the title role, received a great deé¢ofien in
the reviews.

Kraul3 was particularly effective and disturbing in the role of Richard. Ble fir
appears:

a lonely man with a sword almost bigger than the shudder-rousing man

himself, this creature with the wayward white blonde strands of hair around a

pale face. Nothing lives behind this face but lies. ...[He is] the personification
of evil itself in the world*°
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The six foot tall broadsword became his primary prop, and the 5’ 7” Kraul3 would
often lean on it, then stroke the hilt and shaft of the sword when discussing his plans
for murder. The only time he really let the sword fall was when his own mother
curses him. There is a clear phallic nature to the sword, and Richard’'s dependence on
it makes a strong connection between Richard’s lust for power and masculine sexua
desire.

Other than the sword, the most notable facet of Kraul3’s performance was
Richard’s limp. While Richard is often portrayed as a hunchback, Kraul3 gave his
Richard a limp. This choice was extremely shocking, because it was well-kinatvn t
Propaganda Minister Joseph Goebbels limped due to his club foot. By giving Richard
a limp, Fehling and Kraul3 were clearly tying the murderous actions crantgal
king to one of the most important political figures in the Third Reich and the architect
of theatrical policy and propaganda. Kraul3's limp was not a subtle choice tiat we
unnoticed. According to an actor sitting near Goéring at the premiere, Géarthg s
“What is that KrauR doing? He is limping! What is that supposed to nféartie
limp is mentioned in every review (although not surprisingly, the political
implications are completely ignored) with the exception of the party paper, the
Volkischer BeobachterThe absence of that detail in the party paper illustrates how
politically shocking and dangerous the choice was, so incendiary that the journalists
writing for the Goebbels managed paper ignored it altogether.

The complete package proved electrifying:

[Werner Krauf3] ... deformed, limping, with an almost wildly flickering eye,
often dragging his enormous sword, begins the murders at first with the

121 Daiber, 245.
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precision of a mathematician. Then he begins to love controlling the game
and he radiates a lust for poweér.

It was that early precision, that coolness, that made Kraul3 so frightersng. A
Dr.Weichardt writes, “this evil is not a roaring hothead; a quiet, very subduezemali
trickled poison into his body and the souls of all who, according to him, were within
arm’s reach of the crown.” He jokes and laughs with the young princes andgdasti
right before having them killed. This veneer of civilization over barbarismsee
make a veiled statement about the nature of those in power outside of the theatre, as
well. The only review that was not enthusiastic about Kraul3’'s performancerwas D
Willi Konitzer's piece in thev/olkischer Beobachtewhich called the performance
strange and idiosyncratic, and at odds with the rest of the production. Again, these
remarks are not surprising in light of the strong political nature of the p&een

the restrictions on theatrical criticism, this review is as negativeeseav could be.

Far more prevalent was the opinion of Erik Kriines, who called the performance
special and unique.

Although Hesse wrote that it was impossible to describe all of the highlights
of “brilliant” production, there were aspects of the evening that wereesimglt in
practically every review. The nightmare scene the night before tHe Bhitt
Bosworth was particularly shocking and effective. It was described as:

the most dreadful, and at the same time most wonderful, scene that a director

ever achieved. The death-mask appearances of the victims, the decaying

bodies and their dance-like, morose behavior; these are images that will stick
in the eye forevet®
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The victims were brilliantly lit, their death wounds obvious, while Richard negadai
in the shadows.

The Scrivener’s soliloquy also elicited a strong response. The Scrivener
laments a society where an innocent man can be put to death for political reasons,
delivering the speech downstage and directly to the audience. According to reports,
audience reaction ranged from spontaneous applause to stunned'éflence.

The costumes also made a political statement. Clarence’s murderers wor
brown shirts and jackboots, reminiscent of the S.A. Richard’s bodyguards wore black
uniforms similar to those of the S.S. Post-war discussions of the play mention the
similarity to the uniforms of Nazi stormtroopers. At Richard’s coronatioauRr
wore a white cape and a black gown. When he raised his arms to shake the hands of
his supporters, he revealed the crimson lining of the cape. Thus, in an instant, the
colors of the swastika were evoked in the minds of the audience.

The final scene was described as incredibly powerful. Richmond and Richard
confront each other, alone on the huge stage. Richmond raised his sword, and
Richard sank to the ground as if struck by lightning. Fehling cut the final scene s
that the last words are Richmond’s line “The day is ours; the bloody dog is dead.”
After a momentary blackout, the lights come up on a stage filled with Richmond’s
soldiers kneeling over the body, singing a B&eldeunas the clouds which had
been increasing throughout the play disappear.

The meaning is not subtle. Hesse describes the reaction of the audience as

“spellbound,” as does K. H. Ruppel. Post-war, Ruppel wrote that it was “one of the
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greatest performances the German theatre has ever'ée&@vhtemporary reviews

echo Ruppel’'s sentiment, with Hesse commenting that the performance ‘faelds a
wonder to the distinguished nature of the Staatstheater.” Joachim Breneflwrot

was one of the most interesting, valuable, and landmark productions that one has seen
for a long time.” But, as Wilhelm Hortmann argues, the political nature of the

evening alone was not the reason for the production’s great success; rathehé& was
combination of the explosive political context with the incredible artistic aement

of the cast, director, and designers that made the evening so memorable.

Goring was not impressed. He accused Fehling of cultural Bolshevism and
demanded that Fehling be fired and the production pulled from the repertoire.
Grundgens refused to fire Fehling. According to first hand accounts, Goring
allegedly reacted to this by grabbing Griindgens by the neck, shoving hint agains
wall, and threatening to kill Fehling, to which Grindgens responded “Herr Ministe
President, if you dismiss Fehling | am no longer your IntenddhE&hling stayed,
and the production was kept in the repertoire for the rest of the season, with twenty
one performances.

Why didn’t Fehling end up in a concentration camp? On the one hand,
Fehling could use the play itself as justification for the questionable producti
elements. Since Fehling did not really deviate from the script, he wasdble to
the text in defense and claim that any anti-regime statements werentioml. On

the other hand, Goring’s need for theatrical supremacy seems to have trumped his
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dedication to Nazi principles. In this case, the fact that it was Gorindisragmy
Goebbels who bore the brunt of the ridicule probably allowed Gdring to ignore the
matter rather than lose Grindgens. But in hindsight, the fact that Fehling and
Griundgens escaped the episode with their lives intact is quite shocking. It also
provides the perfect illustration of how fluid the adherence to official arpisticy
could be at the Staatstheater.
The Staatstheater never again staged a production that questioned the regime.
With the beginning of the war in September 1939, the production repertoire settled in
to a pattern of German classics and Shakespeare with the occasional @esbk tra
and contemporary German play. In October 1941, during the middle of the war, the
Staatstheater produced one of the most iconic German plays, and one that had put
Gustaf Grindgens on the map in 193aust |
As Elisabeth Hostetter points out, when the Nazis came to power Goethe’s
Faust IThad become a symbol of German intellectual and cultural achievement. She
writes:
Because it exemplified the poetic use of German language, the straggle f
personal identity, the battle between mind and heart, and the intense search for
knowledge, it represented the primary aesthetic example of German heritage,
history, achievement, and personalty.
It is hardly surprising, then, that the Nazis repositioned Goethe and Faustas Ary
heroes. As Hostetter notes, the Nazis identified with Faust as a man who strove to

“break out of deep frustration, a violent past, and social disappointments in order to

acquire higher knowledge and ultimate succé€s For the NazisFaustwas the
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pinnacle of German cultural achievement, and as such it was heavily produced during
the Third Reich. At the Staatstheater, Gustaf Griindgens directed and istaine
1941 production that would become “the most talked about show of the 1941/42
theater seasort?® There is nothing to suggest that Griindgens chose to produce
Faustdue to its current cultural cachet, but rather that he was committed to producing
a textually faithful production of a great work. Nevertheless, there wedegion
elements that can certainly be read as affirmations of Nazostpes.

The production was 4 %2 hours, with very few deviations from the original
script. He left in scenes that other directors, such as Hilpert at the DeuiSuodater,
had cut completely, a decision greatly admired by critics like RicheidtB/nski.
Franz Koppen praised Griindgens for showing “the highest attention to the™ord.”
Griundgens did omit some lines that could be viewed as controversial in the current
political atmosphere, specifically those dealing with war or which might béraeds
as anti-government (Grundgens did not share Fehling’s need to be politically
provocative). But his dedication to the text was noted and admired by critics. In his
review, Otto Ernst Hesse thanked Gruindgens for his leadership in leading the
production back to Goethe’s source materialThe prevailing thought amongst the

critics seemed to be that producirgustwas not like producing any other play. F.
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A. Dargel wrote that it was a huge responsibility to prodtagst not just in the
technical difficulties of staging the play, “but to Goethe’s poetic testainéhe
director of the production bore a “responsibility to the spirit” of the play it&&lf
And there was also the feeling that the play’s honor needed to be restored béter ear
productions during the Weimar Republic. Florian Kienzl| praised the “classical”
production for erasing the memory of the “stylized versions” produced during the
preceding time periotf

Grundgens was also praised for how he handled the depiction of the
otherworldly aspects of the play. Hesse felt that he was very successfatsing
the metaphysical nature of the play, but Biedrzynski further clarifi¢shisadid not
mean the prevailing mood was unbelievable or dream-like. Rather, the stage “of
no hiding place for dreaminess.” Instead, the “vicious, hostile” scenes betaesin F
and Mephisto took place in “fog-covered, large, nearly empty spdtéeghis was in
direct contrast to Faust’s library, which was more realistic and lookeakdiog to
Biedrzynski, like a Rembrandt painting.

Modern technology was used to depict the Erdgeist, with a huge screen

showing film of Bernhard Minetti reciting the Erdgeist’s lines. Bigdski felt that
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“this technical intervention was made into a requisite of magic and enchantrtent.”
The highly stylized choice was well received, primarily because it was enasea
gimmick but as a functional response to an interesting production problem, mainly,
how to make the Erdgeist seem other-worldly.

But aside from Grindgens'’s role as director, the most praise was reserved for
the actors portraying Faust, Mephisto, and Gretchen. Paul Hartmann played Faust
Hostetter claims that Hartmann’s portrayal of Faust was “more ‘@®rand solid”
than Werner KrauR's “quiet, simple” Faust of 19%1.In examining the reviews, it is
easy to see how she came to this conclusion. His Faust was no quiet intellectual, but
“a Titan portrait of a rural leader,” as Hesse describes him, whose “voiceslayam
roars and tears open all the depths of the suffering man.” Dargel called Hagmann’
Faust “powerful and fervent.” Franz K&ppen noted that Hartmann was able to
transcend the merely intellectual nature of Faust, making “a wonderful trziasion
from thinker to lover. He found a synthesis between the two with the intelligent tone
of a restrained wooer.”

Biedrzynski made the connection between this characterization and a feeling
of “German-ness” more explicit. Biedrzynski commented that HartmaranistF
called to mind “the angry look” of Albrecht Durer’s etchings which many German
Lutherans possess, and that from his first lines Hartmann was “energetierdas,

and angry. [He was] Faust with balled fists and not just a testy, sulky, tirechistma
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but...like a reformer in the time of the German rural wars.”

It is clear from these descriptions that Hartmann’s portrayal was a new,
different Faust, with as much emphasis on action as on intellectualista(goni
Grundgens’s earlier portrayal of Hamlet). His portrayal of a ruraingtprofessor
who had worked hard for his position and was willing to do whatever was necessary
to keep it can certainly be seen as an embodiment of Hitler's ideal Aryanmdah, a
is clear why Hostetter sees in his performance a conscious Germawicyand
quality. Whether or not that was Hartmann’s or Griindgens’s intention is unknown.
But it is certainly plausible that audience members also felt they wecaingithe
embodiment of the new German man.

In his discussion of the production, Paul Fechter wrote that “the poles of this
tragedy are Gretchen and Mephisto: the tragedy of the fallen angel lrasra m
image in the tragedy of the fallen giff® The actor behind the fallen angel,
Griundgens himself, stepped onto the stage of the Staatstheater with quite a bit of
baggage due to his earlier portrayal of Mephisto in 1932. His earlier Mephisto was
sarcastic and sexual, described by detractors as a “cabaret dandigs a@l
theatre-goers alike were curious as to what he would do with the part niedagenr
and they were not disappointed.

The physical portrayal of the character was noticeably different. In the 1932
production, his Mephisto was visually striking with a shaved head, white make-up,

darkened eyes and dark red lips. In the latter production, he simply looked like “a

137 Richard Biedrzynski, “Faust—Der Tragddie ersteil.T

138 paul Fechter, “Griindgens’ ‘Faust’ Staatstheatas,tlate, n.p.; clipping file, Institut fiir
Theaterwissenschaft Kritikenabteilung, Freie Ursiét, Berlin.
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gentleman dressed in human clothes, overpowering with cold sébid€’ no longer
looked like a foppish demon, but to those who described the production there was
something more frightening about the more physically understated, human form of
the fallen angel.

His performance was characterized by Otto Ernst Hesse as “mareema
deeper and has become monumental. He springs with energy, vitality and wit.”
Instead of the dandy, there was something more insidious in the new Mephisto, a
soullessness that was chilling to watch.

Hostetter claims that Grindgens looked more Jewish in the 1941 production,
probably due to his long black robes and skullcap. But the connection is a tenuous
one, he doesn’'t appear stereotypically Semitic looking in production photos, and there
is no mention of the character’s “Jewishness” in any review. They do often tie the
words “intellectual” and “demonic” together, words which were often synonymous
with Jews in the Third Reich. But whether or not any connection was intentional
seems more like a charge made with twenty-twenty hindsight. Was it pobksible t
Nazi loyalists saw Grindgens’s performance and associated his Mephistbevi
Jews? Of course, as | imagine Nazi loyalists acquainted most vil@lmsnemies
of the Reich. But if that connection was made, it seems to have been largely
instigated by the viewer, not by the production itself.

On the other pole was Gretchen, played by Kathe Gold. What is most
noticeable about her performance is how completely it aligned with accepted gender

stereotypes put forth by the Nazis. Young, blonde and beautiful, a German farm girl

139 Florian Kienzl, “Ein bedeutender Griindgens: ‘Starster Teil’ im Staatstheater.”

208



who was completely subservient to the men around her. Hesse describes her
“simplicity” and her “natural quality.” Paul Fechter explicitly lsaGold a “Gretchen

of theVolk At first she is full of undisturbed simplicity and can barely understand
that Faust makes such a strong impression on her.” This subservient, naive, young
girl is the personification of German womanhood prescribed by Hitler, whevbdli

that a woman only attained citizenship when she matffed.

The premiere was met with silence, followed by rapturous applause.
Biedrzynksi wrote that “only the first theatre of Europe could stage such a
production.™ Audience members felt that the production had honored and done
justice to a play that was seen as a national treasure. The productiorthviialstéa
the text, but possessed a modern sensibility and was clearly influenced by modern
stereotypes on acceptable gender roles in Nazi Germany. Elisabethedpstiets
out that this production was especially welcomed in the midst of the war. The
emphasis on a, if ndthe German classic gave the audience a sense of pride in their
accomplishments as Germans and allowed them to feel part of the larger,dlistoric
German community. While not a new, National Socialist authored play, there were
elements of the performance that could certainly be co-opted by the regane a
emblem of everything the Germans were fighting for, without bringing undue
negative attention on the realities of a society at war.

As the war continued, the Staatstheater had to make do with less financial

support from the regime. There were coal shortages during the winter of 1940,

140 Hitler, Mein Kampf 441.

141 Richard Biedrzynski, “Faust—Der Tragodie ersteil.T
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forcing the closing of theatres for several weeks. Materials for buitgitggand
costumes were rationed. In 1942, the Intendanten of the Reich theatres received a
memo demanding the surrender of all metal items, other than busts of the Fihrer, to
be used in the total war effdf¥ There was also an extreme shortage of people, as
the backstage crew were drafted into the war effort. Then the actorsnhistede

But while supplies and actors were dwindling, demand for the theatre was
rising, and by 1943 people were lining up outside the box office overnight to get
tickets. The air raids presented a danger, but no more so than staying in one’s own
house. At least the theatre provided an escape from the worsening reallitg.outs

As the war situation became more desperate, Hanns Johst and Hans Hinkel
pushed for prominent actors and other figures of German culture to declare their
allegiance to Hitler in their own words in a commemorative B&oladring’s power
was losing its luster after the debacle at Stalingrad, and Grindgens lmeraraaed
that he could no longer rely on the protection of the Minister President. He asked a
shocked Goring to allow him to enlist in 1943, expecting a desk assignment. Gdring
fulfilled his request, but sent his Intendant to the front lines to serve in anrardiftai
artillery division, presumably to teach Griindgens a lesson.

Goring recalled Grindgens to his post at the Staatstheater in April, 1944. His
final production at the Staatstheater was SchillBrssR&auber In stark contrast to
the elaborate productions during the height of the regime, the play was performed on

an empty stage with a dais covered in a black cloth. The actors sat on a row of chairs

142 strobl, 214.

143 |pid, 224.
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behind the dais, stepping onto the dais for their entrances and returning to teeir seat
for their exits, all in view of the audience. After the closure of the theatreddotal

war effort in September 1944, Grindgens and the few remaining actors who were not
drafted for the war effort would perform staged readings of repertoirecsidissee

nights a week. By the time the Germans surrendered, the Staatstheaterhad be
badly damaged, it lay in partial ruins, and had lost its roof. Goéring had given
Griindgens a gift of two vials of poison, but Griindgens did not commit stiféidse

was rehearsinBie Rauberin the remains of the Staatstheater when he was arrested
by the Russians and sent to a Soviet internment camp for nine months.

After the war, artists and colleagues testified that Griindgens had saved thei
lives by warning them of Nazi raids he learned about at party meetingsnudglsed
colleagues out of Germany, and secretly harbored Jews in the theatre throlighout t
regime. Grundgens himself claimed that he had used his position to fight the Nazis
whenever possible from within their midst.

Grindgens’s primary concern was artistic integrity, not politics. Writing
about the director, Thomas Blubacher wrote “Griindgens understood theater as a holy
space which had to be shielded from any influence from outside reality, so that
theatrical art could serve the eternal values of beauty and tfutHe, like many
others, claimed that he was simply trying to create art and remainaadoliti

But, as in my earlier examination of Heinz Hilpert, Blubacher’s statement

again raises intrinsic questions about remaining apolitical in the highly padici

144 Hostetter, 180.

145 Thomas BlubacheGustaf GriindgengEdition Colloquium im Wissenschaftsverlag
Spiess: Berlin, 1999), 92.
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society that was the Third Reich. Was such a thing possible? | argue thahibtwa
With the exception oRichard Ill, the prestige of the Staatstheater was used to elevate
and glorify the Third Reich. Was tMolk staged at the Staatstheater? In the earlier
years of the regime, German theatrical policies and aestheticsxpéicitlg staged

at the Staatstheater in productionSohlageteandThomas Paine When the

repertoire shifted more heavily towards classics in 1936, there was a change in how
the policies and ideologies of the regime were interpreted for the stagendral,
Griundgens did try and take a classical, text-based approach to the plays heggerform
and directed. But as Hostetter points out, Griindgens knew what was at stake, and
would do what he had to do to keep himself and his company safe. It was this tight-
rope walking act that was reflected in his portrayal of Hamlet, who like Griledge
was always aware of the role he was playing.

There is certainly some debate over whether the active interpretatioasstf F
and Hamlet were deliberate concessions to Nazi images of appropriate prégagonis
or whether societal influence was more subtle. But what is undeniable is tleat thes
lauded productions did contribute to Nazi propaganda efforts touting their theatres as
the best in Europe, even if they were not the new theatrical forms the Nazis had

originally intended.
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Conclusion

The historian Roger Griffin, in his essay “Staging the Nation’s Rebirth,”
writes, “Everything in the history of the two regimes [Nazi Germard/Rascist
ltaly] then, points to the gulf between Utopia and realfityBecause the “utopia” of
Nazi Germany was never achieved in reality, it can be said that one of the oely pla
the ideal Germany existed was in the imaginary world of the stage. Btiedehi
exist there? Were the Nazis able to achieve their agenda in stagivgkioa the
stages of Berlin?

At the beginning of my research, | wanted to examine the cultural ideology
and policy of Nazi Germany and evaluate how (or if) that ideology wasdtadgb
the stage. But as | analyzed Nazi theatrical policy, it became lelgahere was not
a monolithic, fixed idea of what a National Socialist theatre should look like. There
were some facets of cultural policy that were widely embraced, subk esnoval
of Jews, Communists, homosexuals, and other non-Aryans from theatrical life. And
the creation of Nazi cultural policy did conform to what Igor Golomstock defines as
“totalitarian art”: (1) the declaration of art as an ideological weaf@rg State
monopoly over “all manifestations of the country’s artistic life,” (3) the trangon
of a bureaucracy to control art, (4) and the attack on all styles and movements other

than state-sanctioned ones, declaring them “to be reactionary and hoséisio c

! Roger Griffin, “Staging the Nation’s Rebirth: Rimls and Aesthetics of Performance in the
Context of Fascist Studies,” Fascism and Theatr€omparative Studies on the Aesthetics and
Politics of Performance in Europe, 1925-1948. Giinter Berghaus (Providence: Berghahn Books,
1996), 18.
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race, people, Party of State, to humanity, to social or artistic progress, and

there was consensus over common themes that should be espoused by National
Socialist theatre, such as a glorification of German history and myth@aggpect

for authority, devotion to a strong military leader, and strong ideals of both German
masculinity and femininity. But ideas about the form the Nazi theatre should take
were fluid and hotly contested. The Nazi vision of a theatre varied wildly deygendi
on the Party faction developing policy and the historical moment within the regime.
Whether or not that vision was enforced was often dependent on the personal
ambition of Nazi bureaucrats themselves. It is not surprising then, as Germoh St
eloquently states in his work, that the chaotic nature of Nazi cultural polidywtse
mirrored on the stages of Berfin.

The obligation to stage thélk was greeted very differently by the Theater
des Volkes, the Deutsches Theater, and the Berliner Staatstheater. eater @iks
Volkes, of the three, offers the clearest example of a theatre attemptmgfaont to
Nazi ideology. This is not surprising, given the Theater des Volkes’ connection to the
Strength through Joy movement. The theatre’s role was to offer the highest
expression of German theatre to the working classes at a very low cost. Aat in t
vein, the repertoire selections of the Theater des Volkes reflect the evolution of
National Socialist theatrical policy: German classics by plaghsisuch as Schiller,

Shakespearean comedies, and the myfthingspiel. But as war escalated, the more

2 |gor Golomstockotalitarian Art in the Soviet Union, the Third Rej Fascist Italy and the
People’s Republic of Chindrans. Robert Chandler (New York: Harper Collit890), xii.

% Gerwin StroblThe Swastika and the Stage. German Theatre aridt$ot933-1945
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007).
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classic-based repertoire was replaced with escapist light opgnettenting audience
members with fantasies of the German countryside. These operettas whee not t
heroic propaganda pieces described by early Nazi ideologues, but in their own way
they fulfilled the cultural mission of the Nazi Party. German stereotypes w
embraced (such as farm girls with braided blonde hair wedningdls), the German
countryside was glorified, and the unpleasant realities of the war could lbe@voi
They were not overtly political works like Hanns Joh3t®mas Painer

Schlageterbut they served an equally important political purpose: keeping the
population entertained and focused on the fantasy of the Third Reich rather than the
reality of living in a war-torn country.

The relationships between the state and the Deutsches Theater and the
Berliner Staatstheater were much more complicated. There arexdeaples of
each theatre attempting to follow Nazi ideology and cultural policy. The wsals
of the Deutches Theater under Nazi rule were marked by a string of plalibgal
Socialist playwrights, although none of them were particularly succesdgftitioally
well-received. It was Joseph Goebbels’s need for artistic legijithat led to the
hiring of Heinz Hilpert. With Hilpert as Intendant, the Deutsches Theat¢edhif
focus from political propaganda plays to the classics, such as Schiller and
Shakespeare, and modern playwrights like George Bernard Shaw. The same
trajectory is evident at the Berliner Staatstheater. The eanly gethe regime saw
successful performances of the two most iconic Nazi plays, the aforementioned
SchlageteeandThomas Paine But when Hermann Goring hired Gustaf Griindgens

in order to outshine the Deutsches Theater, the repertoire shifted to thesckss
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well as comedies in the style of the well-made play.

But this shift cannot merely be explained by the willingness of Goehhels a
Goring to look the other way when Hilpert and Grindgens showed no interest in
staging overt political works. As the regime became more entrenched, this kind of
radical playwriting fell out of favor for a more conservative focus on cultural
legitimacy. The shifting repertoires of the Deutsches Theater and tieeBe
Staatstheater simply mirrored the shift in theatrical policy itself.

The lack of severe consequences to the rare overt challenges to the Nazi
regime, however, can only be explained by the intense rivalry of Goebbels and
Goring. ltis in these few instances that the Nazi vision of/tiikewas challenged by
these two theatres, both onstage and off. There are numerous stories of Jews being
hidden in both theatres, and Grindgens’s homosexuality was not a secret. He was
given protection by Goring, as long as he produced consistently excellerg.theatr
Nazi ideologues certainly felt that the Deutsches Theater and theeBerli
Staatstheater were not successful in carrying out a unified vision ébtkeThere
was the case of the Hauptmann programs, insulting the Thousand Year Reich by
claiming that Hauptmann’s work would last long after the audience had turned to
dust. At the Berliner Staatstheater, Jirgen Fehling often challenged the henac na
of theVolk. There were complaints about his unheroic interpretations of Hebbel's
Nibelungerand Schiller'slungfrau von OrleansThose were nothing compared to
his production oRichard Ill, in which the evil Richard sports a clubfoot (like
Goebbels) and his armies appear in costumes very similar to the uniforms @.the S

Yet neither Hilpert, Griindgens, or Fehling were put into concentration camps. The
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only reason they were able to flout Nazi policy was because Goebbels and Goring
wanted them to remain in their positions at their respective theatres, in direc
contravention of Nazi cultural policy.

Yet most actors and directors after the war claimed that there oeliwgs,
in fact, to remain a-political, to focus on art for art’'s sake. It is cleathbanhajority
of productions staged at the Deutsches Theater and the Berliner Staatsitihczte
Hilpert and Grindgens tried to do just that; create quality theatre that didemopatt
to stage th&/olk, but rather tried to wrestle the stage away from the political arena. |
argue, however, that this was simply not possible. Even though they were not staging
Nazi ideology, the programs they handed out every night prominently featured the
Swastika. As William Grange points out, “Many directors believed they ctayd s
and remain ‘unpolitical.’ But that had political consequenée¥Heir work was
appropriated by the Nazis, held up to the world as an example of the apex of German
culture under the Third Reich. Whether they intended to support the regime or not, as
long as they performed in a Nazi playhouse, they were making Nazi emti{dhie
Nazi ideologues themselves disagreed).

Grundgens was certainly aware that the productions on stage could only be
viewed in the context of the world outside of the theatre:

Whether he wants it or not, whether he believes it or not, whether he knows it

or not: Each artist creates his artwork in relationship to the time in which he

lives and works, because no distant artistic galaxy exists that can help inspir
the brilliant spontaneous conception of id&as.

* William Grange, “Ordained Hands on the Altar ot:AGriindgens, Hilpert and Fehling in
Berlin” in Theatre in the Third Reich, The Prewar Years: EssayTheatre in Nazi Germansd.
Glen W. Gadberry (Westport, CT: Greenwood Pres35),980.
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The relationship was not, however, a one-way street. The world in which he lived
served as inspiration for Grindgens. But as he himself pointed out, theatre does not
occur in a vacuum. If you make concessions to a totalitarian regime, if yavechi
fame and fortune and artistic success while doing so, can you truly claiodiacpr
a-political work?
Actor Bernhard Minetti, in hindsight, acknowledged the complicated nature of
trying to remain a-political in an overtly politicized society:
| didn’t look. | closed my eyes, knowing what Hitler signified. | did nothing
against it. Perhaps | was a coward. These are questions of conscience. | see
through the evil of the world. | also saw through National Socialism. | am not
stupid and insensitive. But | learned to maintain my distance. | developed the
ability to close myself off out of self-protection. My existence is myitife
theater. To be an actor is my drive, my necessity. | had to keep myself alive in
the service of literature, as its enacter. Theater was my salvatiomsibeédn
so up until this day.
Minetti hints at the human consequences of compromising with the regime. In order
to serve the theatre and stay in the country as an actor, he ignored the disappearan
of his colleagues in the service of a National Socialist cultural policy.
It is clear that the Nazis had grand, powerful ideas of what the theatre of the
Third Reich could and should accomplish. It is also clear that these goals were not
always successfully staged in the theatres of the Theater des Volkesutsetl@s
Theater, and the Berliner Staatstheater. At specific moments duringitddR€ich,
these theatres did reflect Nazi cultural policy and attempted to stagelkeAt

other times, they did not. But with the exception of a few instances of overt

resistance, they were always connected to the ideology of the Third ReicH|egga

® Bernhard Minetti, “ ‘Ja, nichts sonst.” André Néil spricht mit dem Schauspieler Bernhard
Minetti,” Die Ziet July 9, 1993, p. 13.
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of their intention.
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